Pilgrims and Sultans 


The Hajj under the Ottomans 
1517-1683 


SURAIYA FAROQHI 


The Pilgrimage to Mecca 
a major aspect of the Isla 
yet little has been writt 
history or of the 
which thousands of pilgrims from far- 
flung regions of the Islamic world 
were able to travel to the heart of the 
Arabian peninsula. This pioneering 
book concentrates on the pilgrimage 
in the sixteenth and seventeenth 
centuries, when Mecca w: 


as ruled by 
the Ottoman sultans. At a time 


when, for the Majority of the faithful, 
the journey was long, arduous and 
fraught with danger, the Provision of 
food, water, shelter and protection for 
pilgrims presented a major challenge 
to the provincial governors of the 
vast Ottoman Empire. Drawing on 
rich documentation left by Ottoman 
administrators, and on the accounts 
of contemporary pilgrims, Suraiya 
Faroghi deals with such major issues 
as the financing of the pilgrimage and 
the political problems it posed. 


- the hajj - is 
mic religion, 
en about its 
conditions under 


Above all, this book focuses on the 
experience of everyday life for those 
involved in the hajj. Into her account 
Faroqhi weaves stories of merchants 
lending to caravan commanders and 
then struggling to get their money 
back, of officials confronting the 
complaints of irate pilgrims robbed in 
the desert, and of provincial gover- 
nors coping with recalcitrant pecouln 
tribes and even more intractable sub- 


ordinates. 


Pilgrims and Sultans makes a ulate 
contribution to the social and politi- 
cal history of the Middle East. 


Fie 


Contents 


Preface 
Note on Transliteration and Abbreviations 


List of Tables 


Introduction 


1 


The Pilgrimage to Mecca in Pre-Ottoman Times 


2 Caravan Routes 

3 Caravan Security 

4 The Finances of the Holy Cities 

5 In Praise of Ruler and Religion: Public Buildings 
in Mecca and Medina 

6 The Pilgrimage as a Matter of Foreign Policy 

7 The Pilgrimage in Economic and Political Contexts 

Conclusion 

Chronology 

Notes 

Bibliography 

Index 


127 
146 
174 


188 
191 
214 
236 


a  SS_—_—"—s— (ae 


Preface 


Every book is ultimately a collective work, and cooperation begins at 
an early stage, when the author begins to develop the chosen topic. 
Not all those who at some point suggested directions to take, and 
aspects to cover, will necessarily agree with the final result 
Nevertheless, I am grateful to a number of people who helped along 
my thinking — such as it is — and suggested sources to consult. Of 
course, none of them can be held to the slightest degree responsible 
for the deficiencies of this book. 

Doris Behrens-Abouseif helped with the Arabic sources, and gave 
generously of her time and patience. Time and again, I have profited 
from the rich experience and erudition of Andreas Tietze. I owe 
references to many Ottoman sources to Mehmet Geng; more 
importantly, | am grateful for his pertinent observations on the 
functioning of Ottoman state and society. Engin Akarh, Halis Akder, 
Cornell Fleischer, Christoph Neumann and Isenbike Togan read 
through individual chapters and made valuable suggestions. Rifa’at 
Abou-El-Haj redirected my attention to the forest when the trees 
pressed too close; I have also profited from his ability to ‘brush the fur 


ofa text against the nap’, teasing out information that the author of a 
2 primary source may have included without being aware of the 
act. 


A auang the people who helped me locate sources, the officials of 
ne Basbakanhk Arsivi-Osmanlh Arsivi in Istanbul deserve special 
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“te to my old teacher Mithat Sertoglu, former director-general of 
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rich api he first made me feel the excitement of work with a 
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Mesude Corbacioglu were also very helpful. Hafez K. Shehab 
(Princeton), Tosun Ancanh (Harvard) and Winfried Riesterer 
(Munich) helped me locate important printed sources, while Andreas 


Tietze made it ible t icrofilms fi the Vi : : 
———————— dl hl Note on Transliteration 
The present book is somewhat different from the German edition and Abbreviations 


: 

; which preceded it. The introduction is rather more explicit. Profiting 

: from the counsel of reviewers, I have gladly eliminated the last 
chapter, which took the story to the present day but was based 
exclusively on published material. The space thus gained allowed me 
to discuss financial affairs in a more detailed fashion, and to treat 
Meccan society as reflected in the Ottoman documents somewhat 
more fully. The book’s new title reflects these various changes 

Christ! Catanzaro and Giorgios Salakides produced the index, and 

I am grateful to them. 


TRANSLITERATION 


The present transcription is that employed by the Enaclopedia of 
Islam. Long vowels are marked by a line: a, i, i. To maintain 
consistency, composite names such as Sa‘d al-Din or ‘Abd al-Rahim 
have also been spelt according to E/ rules, although in Turkish they 
are pronounced Sadettin and Abdiirrahim. But otherwise the F/ 
convention of treating Arabic or Persian loans in Turkish as if they 
were still part of their original languages has not been followed. An 
Ottoman would therefore be called Ahmed or Mehmed, while a non- 
Ottoman bearing this name is referred to as Ahmad or Muhammad. 
Certain doubtful cases exist, in which I have normally adopted 
Turkish pronunciation. 

Geographical terms still in use today have been spelt according to 
common usage. Names no longer in use have been transcribed 
Words like shaykh, Sultan or Pasha which have entered the English 
language have been spelt in the customary fashion. 
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Introduction 


European and American readers who first encounter the word 
‘pilgrimage’ will think of medieval men and women on their way to 
Rome, Santiago da Compostela or Jerusalem, or possibly of modern 
Catholics visiting Lourdes and Fatima. But for a Muslim, pilgrimage 
to Mecca plays a much more central role in the practice of his or her 
belief. Apart from a limited number of instances in which pilgrimage 
was prescribed for the atonement of sins by the medieval and early 
modern Catholic Church, Christian pilgrimages to Jerusalem are 
voluntary. In Islam, however, pilgrimage to Mecca is obligatory for all 
believers wealthy enough to afford it, even though at all times the 
majority of Muslims have been unable to fulfil this obligation for 
financial and other reasons. This practical difficulty does not however 
diminish the religious importance of the pilgrimage. 

Moreover, the pilgrimage in Islam is fundamentally different from 
the experience with which Christians are familiar. The Ka’aba with 
its Black Stone, which the pilgrims kiss whenever they can come close 
enough, is by no means a relic, even though the pilgrims commem- 
orate Abraham/Ibrahim, the builder of the ‘Ancient House’, one of 
the names of the Ka’aba. The latter structure possesses a religious 
Significance unequalled even by the most venerated holy places in 
Christianity. When devoting himself or herself to the rites of the 
pilgrimage, the Muslim meditates the might and mercy of God, and 
also forswears the devil and all his works. 

The rites of visitation are also quite different from those practised 
by Christian churches. The Muslim pilgrim does not necessarily enter 
the Ka’aba, even though this is possible at certain times of the year. 
The pilgrimage is valid even if the Ka’aba was beheld only from the 
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outside, while in most Christian places of pilgrimage, pious visitors 
are expected to enter the church or shrine. A visit to the grave of the 

Muhammad in Medina is by no means an obligation, even 
though many pilgrims will combine a stay in the second Holy City of 
eer yee eee pee ed arms wil cre ce 
that they had a more profound religious experience in Medina. Before 
the nineteenth century most pilgrims who came to Medina probably 
visited the graves of members of the Prophet’s family and those of 
various venerated figures from the first centuries of Islam, and many 
do so even today. But quite a few religious scholars disapprove of 
such visits, as detracting from the veneration due to God alone. 
Moreover, these visits have no connection with the pilgrimage itself 
There is no cult of relics connected with the Ka‘aba, even though 
many pilgrims expect certain blessings when they drink water from 
the well Zamzam located inside the Meccan sanctuary. Many 
religious scholars even disapprove of the popular custom of carrying 
back a bit of Meccan earth as a pilgrimage memento.' 


THE PILGRIMAGE AS A SOCIAL AND POLITICAL 
PHENOMENON 


The present study has a fairly modest aim. In the first place, it is 
meant to deal with the pilgrimage as a political and social, rather than 
a religious phenomenon. These different aspects were of course 
closely linked in real life; to quote just one example among thousands, 
the pilgrimage caravans travelled at a greater or lesser speed 
according to the amount of time left until the prayer meeting on the 
plateau of ‘Arafat. For if that was missed, the entire pilgrimage was 
invalid, and the pilgrims’ effort wasted. This latter consideration is 
without doubt a religious phenomenon, but greater speed on the part 
of tardy pilgrims might lead to a severe loss of camels. This, in turn, 
could give rise not only to economic difficulties, when replacements 
had to be purchased, but also to political conflict, if the caravan 
commander tried to force desert dwellers to supply the caravan with 
riding animals. We also need to keep in mind that pilgrims of the 
sixteenth century did not separate the economic and social aspects of 
their activities from the religious side, which to them doubtlessly 
constituted the essential reason for undergoing the trouble and 
sacrifices entailed by the journey. But for today’s researcher, this 
division into socio-economic and religious domains is a great con- 
venience, if only because religious and legal texts concerning the 
pilgrimage demand different skills from the researcher trying to 
evaluate them than do archival materials. Given the limitations of 


most specialists, including the present author, the two sets of skills are 
rarely encountered in the same person. 

Secondly, we are concerned with a fairly limited period, namely the 
first two centuries of Ottoman control over the Hejaz. Our study 
in 922/1517, the year in which Sultan Selim I conquered 
for the purposes of this study, this event will be taken as the 

ee aed dee bcaiesine of the carly maodcrn 
age. The first two centuries of Ottoman control merit detailed study 
for a variety of reasons. First of all, we have become accustomed to 
view this period of extraordmary political and cultural florescence 
nemeieracee Om Se Derpecere of Isunbel end the 
central Ottoman lands, or from the ‘national history’ point of view. In 
the latter perspective, Ottoman history is regarded as important 
because it forms a necessary preliminary to Syrian, Hungarian or of 
course Turkish national history. Yet such a perspective is especially 


crucial for the functioning of the Ottoman Empire during the 
sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. 


TRAVEL AND COMMUNICATION 


When we study the pilgrimage as a phenomenon of political and 

social history, it forms part of the history of human communication, of 
the transfer of both material and immaterial resources; the relative 

economic strengths and weaknesses of different regions also have a 

major part to play in such a model. Communication took place at 

different levels: on the basic level, the pilgrims during their stay in the 
Holy Cities had a unique opportunity to affirm their faith and to 
communicate this experience to their fellow pilgrims. The importance 
of this aspect emerges most clearly from the pilgrimage account of 
Ibn Djubayr, an Andalusian of the late twelfth century CE? Less 
visible in the surviving sources, but certainly not of less importance, is 
the communication between returning pilgrims and their neighbours 
who did not have a chance to visit the Holy Cities. Remote little towns 
of fifteenth-century Anatolia often boasted very large numbers of 
people who called themselves hajjis, that is, returned pilgrims. For 
Our purposes it is quite irrelevant whether these people had really 
been to Mecca. If they had not, if most hajjis owed their title to the 
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fact that it had become part of a given name, or was accorded out of 
general respect for age and experience, the message was even clearer: 
the pilgrimage constituted something uniquely blessed and desirable, 
which people hoped their children might accomplish even if they 
themselves had not had the opportunity. Or if an outlying Ottoman 
town somewhere in the Balkans housed a modest foundation 
benefiting the poor of Medina, this must have brought home to the 
townsmen that there was in fact such a city, with men and women 
living in it who no doubt spent their days in pious meditation. In an 
otherwise highly localized society, in which most people cultivated a 
garden and produced for a limited market, this message must have 
broadened horizons considerably. 

The transfer of immaterial resources should be viewed in the same 
context; to the inhabitants not only of Cairo, but also of fairly remote 
Anatolian towns, the annual return of the pilgrims was a major event, 
to be celebrated by a procession that at fimes became so exuberant 
that the authorities issued prohibitions.* It would appear that the 
fellow townsmen of the pilgrims thought that the latter brought 
something valuable into the community, something that was worth 
welcoming by a special feast. And that this valuable, albeit immaterial 
resource was brought in from a distant place again counterbalanced 
all those elements in the lifestyle of Ottoman towns which made for 
extreme localization, 


FOOD, PRECIOUS METALS AND POLITICS 


Other transfers concerned material resources such as food and 
money, If twentieth-century historians dealing with the seventeenth- 
century rebel Katirdjioghlu have correctly read the evidence, this 
local magnate was well aware of the transfer aspect of the pilgrimage.” 
He was supposedly much opposed to the outflow of gold and silver 
carried to the Hejaz by the hajjis, and therefore robbed their caravans 
with special relish, Since we do not know who attributed this 
bullionist motivation to Katrdjioghlu, whether it was invented by his 
enemies or whether he himself espoused it, this story should not be 
made to carry the weight of excessive interpretation. But it can still 
serve as a warning that popular approval for the transfer of money and 
grain to the Hejaz was perhaps not as unanimous as one might 
assume, 

In spite of the possibility of occasional protests, the transfer of gold, 
silver and grain to the Beduins of the Syrian and Arabian deserts and 
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the inhabitants of the Holy Cities continued apace. In the Ottoman 
re lands of Anatolia and Rumelia, gold was not much used even in 
the larger transactions of the townsmen, and European traders, too, 
dealt in silver. Therefore the gold was probably supplied 
largely by the Ottoman government, which received it in the shape of 
“tributes, or by the Egyptian treasury and Egyptian taxpayers; for in 
"this province, access to the gold of Africa was easier than elsewhere. 
‘As we shall see, however, these resources sometimes were insuf- 
- ficient, and then silver was remitted, much to the dissatisfaction of the 
Hejazi recipients. This preference for gold may be connected with the 
importance in the commercial exchanges of the Arabian 
i of Indian traders, who usually demanded payment in gold.° 
In the Middle Ages, Mecca apparently sometimes received supplies 
from Yemen, but by the time of the Ottoman conquest, Egypt was 
almost the sole source of grain consumed in the Hejaz. In the later 
fifteenth century, when the Egyptian economy and particularly its 
agriculture were in crisis, this should have made food supplies in the 
Hejaz precarious.’ Yet contemporary sources apparently did not 
regard the matter in those terms, or else the public foundations which 
supplied most of the grains exported to the Hejaz were under less 
fiscal pressure and therefore more productive than ordinary Egyptian 
villages. On the other hand, it is assumed that the first century of 
Ottoman rule over Egypt was a time in which abandoned villages were 
resettled, and population increased — but this fact is not reflected in 
the supply situation of Mecca, either: the chronicler Kutb al-Din 
complained of the declining yields of Egyptian foundation villages. 
Was Kutb al-Din a partisan of the Mamluks or simply an elderly man 
who thought everything was better in his youth, or is there something 
wrong with the assessments of present-day historians?® 
The overwhelming importance of Egypt in supplying the Hejaz was 
due to the productivity of the region, and, more importantly, to the 
fact that water-borne transport was available most of the way. In spite 
of the atrocious reputation of Red Sea ships and their owners, 
documented from the twelfth up to the nineteenth century, land 
transport of major quantities of supplies was avoided as far as 
possible. This is true even though a large share of the grain was 
donated and not sold, making minimization of costs theoretically less 
important than in the commercial sector.” Presumably Syrian grain 
was of limited importance, as there was no Suez Canal — even though 
Ottoman administrators of the sixteenth century once planned to dig 
one, and the seventeenth-century traveller Ewliya C -elebi waxed 
enthusiastic over the possibility of such an undertaking.'® The spurts 
of activity observed in the town of Suez, which possessed a well- 
frequented port even though its lack of water made permanent 
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habitation difficult, are nevertheless connected with the need to 
transport grain by ship. 


ANCIENT PROBLEMS AND NEW DEPARTURES 


Many of the problems of Ottoman administrators had confronted 
earlier rulers as well, and continue to demand solution today. To 
begin with, there was the question of supplies. Pilgrims normally were 
responsible for their own food, mounts and other necessities. But 
since the pilgrims could not possibly bring all they needed from their 
often remote home towns, the Ottoman administration had to ensure 
that they could purchase grain, blankets and riding gear along the 
way. Water had to be supplied in wells and cisterns along the main 
routes; this was not only a technical but also a political problem, as 
the Beduins inhabiting the desert equally needed water, and could not 
be persuaded to share it without some compensation. Pilgrims whose 
resources gave out had to be accorded some emergency aid; in the 
Holy Cities, a degree of provision had to be made for those people 
who were unable to find shelter for themselves, as well as for the sick. 
The safety of desert routes and sea lanes could not be procured by 
individuals at all, even though some groups, particularly the Maghri- 
bis, made efforts in that direction. 
Certain solutions to these problems had been worked out before 
the Ottomans arrived, and were modified according to changing 
circumstances. Thus, even in Mamluk times, the needs of the 
permanent inhabitants of the Holy Cities had been taken care of by 
supplying them with grain from public foundations located in Egypt. 
But by the early sixteenth century these no longer sufficed, and new 
ones were instituted by Siileyman the Lawgiver, also known as the 
Magnificent, and some of his successors.'' A contemporary chro- 
nicler indicated that this was due to declining tax yields in Egypt, but 
it is also possible that the number of pilgrims to Mecca increased 
during the expansive years of the mid-sixteenth century. A quite new 
problem, on the other hand, was posed by the Ottoman ‘i/miye 
(juridical and religious scholars), who by the sixteenth century had 
become strongly bureaucratized. The kadis of Mecca and Medina 
were high-level functionaries of an imperial state whose centre was 
situated thousands of miles away. To a member of the religious and 
juridical establishment of the time, taking a position in the Hejaz 
might appear as an obstacle to further advancement. To ensure that 
officials of standing accepted these positions nonetheless, in the 
seventeenth century former kddis of the Holy Cities were offered 
special inducements in the form of seniority rights, which allowed 
many of these high-level officials rapid promotion after their return 
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from the Hejaz.'* Thus Ottoman rule meant both novel departures 
and the continuation of policies devised centuries before, and this 
imbrication of old and new arrangements will be a recurrent topic of 


the present study. 


PILGRIMS AND RULERS: THE PROBLEM OF 
LEGITIMACY 


All pilgrims, both male and female, were responsible for their own 
sustenance during the pilgrimage. Therefore, wives could not 
demand to be taken along as a matter of course if their husbands 
decided to travel to the Hejaz. In the kadi registers of certain 
Ottoman towns we occasionally find wives who promised their hus- 
bands a piece of property in return for being taken along on the 
pilgrimage.'* Sometimes we also encounter the complaints of women 
who had been abandoned en route in spite of such a payment. Even 
for wealthy inhabitants of Anatolian or Rumelian towns, a pilgrimage 
entailed grave financial sacrifices. Wealthy people tried to earn extra 
money by taking along trade goods, while poor pilgrims were 
sometimes reduced to beggary. In case of calamities such as droughts, 
food scarcities and Beduin attacks, many pilgrims perished of thirst, 
hunger and exposure. 

As long as the Ummayad and Abbasid caliphs held power (661-750 
and 750-1258 CE), these rulers claimed the protection of the 
pilgrims as both a duty and a right. This function involved the setting 
of rules the pilgrims were expected to follow. In extreme cases the 
caliph might even proclaim that no pilgrimage would take place in a 
given year, and absolve the faithful from their obligation for the time 
being. This happened in 1047 and 1048 CE, when a famine in the 
Hejaz made it impossible to accommodate any further influx of 
people. But whether such an admission of failure undermined the 
legitimacy of the ruling caliph remains an open question.'* 

From the sixteenth century onward, the failure of a pilgrimage 
caravan to reach Mecca and return home safely constituted a severe 
political liability to the Sultan currently occupying the Ottoman 
throne. The same applied to major Beduin attacks or uprisings in the 
Holy Cities. To put it differently, such events occasioned a crisis of 
legitimacy. Sultanic legitimacy was also upheld by the construction 
and repair of pious foundations. The mere right to put up public 
buildings in Mecca and Medina was considered a privilege.'!” The 
local rulers of Mecca (known as Sherifs due to their descent from the 
Prophet Muhammad), who controlled the city’s day-to-day destinies 
from the tenth to the twentieth century, in pre-Ottoman times 
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demanded a fee from every aspiring donor which equalled the sum of 
money to be spent on the construction itself. This state of affairs 
indicates a degree of competition between the Sherifs and their 
suzerains the Sultans residing in Cairo until 1517, and in Istanbul 
thereafter. Many Mamluk and Ottoman Sultans were surely moti- 
vated by reasons of personal piety when they put up magnificent 
buildings in Mecca and Medina. But, in addition, they were also 
staking their claim to a preeminent political position in the Holy 
Cities. Construction activities therefore are treated at some length in 
this book, which focuses on the ways and means of legitimizing 
sultanic power through the pilgrimage. 

Ottoman Sultans’ activities and responsibilities in the Hejaz are 
discussed in official documents with some frequency, but practically 
no texts have come to my attention which link the Sultan’s role in this 
matter to his responsibilities as caliph. While the example of certain 
Mamluk Sultans is sometimes cited, Ottoman documents of the 
sixteenth and seventeenth centuries never evoke the image of Harun 
al-Rashid and his consort Zubayda, who built the water conduits that 
Ottoman Sultans spent much time and money repairing. This is all 
the more remarkable as the munificence of the royal couple Suleyman 
the Lawgiver and Khurrem Sultan (Roxolana), who instituted major 
foundations in Mecca and Medina, would seem to have invited such a 
comparison. Ottoman official discourse was oriented toward the 
present and recent past, rather than toward the already very remote 
history of early Islam. 

The annual preparation of the pilgrimage and public construction 
in the Holy Cities were very costly; and for at least part of the year 
they also demanded the concerted efforts of numerous Ottoman 
officials. We may visualize pilgrimage affairs as a set of interlocking 
mechanisms, whose component parts were meant to balance one 
another. Thus the Sherif in Ottoman times was allowed many of the 
trappings of an independent ruler, but his authority was counter- 
balanced by the Ottoman governor of Jeddah, a highly prestigious 
official. The Ottoman central administration instituted a complicated 
set of measures, some of which (such as gifts and tax exemptions) 
were meant to ensure the support of Beduins residing near the 
pilgrimage route.'° Free deliveries of grain secured the cooperation of 
the year-round inhabitants of the Holy Cities. These measures could 
only be effective if their application was properly supervised, and the 
bureaucratic positions needed for this purpose were a source of 
patronage and therefore a further means of mobilizing support. 

When the linkages between different socio-political groups and 
fields of activity were so numerous, a single failure could make the 
whole mechanism grind to a standstill. If gifts to Beduin tribes along 
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the desert routes were omitted or not paid in full, or if disputes within 
the provincial governments of Egypt or Syria prevented the mobiliza- 
tion of support to the caravan from among the desert tribes, the 
pilgrims had to prepare to protect themselves — and they did not 
always succeed in doing this.’’ If discontented Beduins attacked the 
caravans, food scarcities in Mecca and Medina might be the result, 
and the pilgrims also suffered; for in the case of shortages, the locals 
often were better placed to secure supplies. Similar problems 
occurred when the Beduins and their camels were decimated by 
droughts and epidemics. Not only were needed supplies held back in 
Jeddah or Yanbu’, but desperate men were likely to attack caravans 
and thus contribute to the general insecurity. The whole set-up could 
only work if the Ottoman administration kept on channelling 
resources even from remote territories to the Hejaz and the Red Sea 
region. 

At the same time this mechanism — an exchange of gifts and 
prestations linking not only Istanbul, but also settlements on the 
Rumelian frontier with Mecca and Medina — also served as a 
powerful integrating device. In pre-industrial societies it was usually 
difficult to set up a governing apparatus affordable by the as yet 
weakly developed productive forces of the society in question, and yet 
strong enough to hold together a large territory. Viewed from 
Istanbul, the state apparatus for the support of the pilgrimage had the 
great virtue of being flexible and multi-purpose. The Ottoman state 
protected the pilgrimage because this was an activity demanded by the 
Muslim religion, and because this protection legitimized the Sultan. 
At the same time, through the soldiers and foundation officials that 
were sent to the Hejaz to ensure the safety of pilgrims, the Ottoman 
state maintained a presence in some of its most remote border 
provinces. Often control was loose; sometimes it was almost symbolic. 
The Ottoman state nonetheless managed to maintain itself in the 
Hejaz with only one fairly brief interruption during the Wahabi wars 
of the early nineteenth century, and the mechanisms supporting the 
pilgrimage significantly contributed to this success. 

A study dealing with the views and policies of the Ottoman central 
administration with respect to the hajj inevitably touches upon the 
images and representations then current in the upper reaches of 
Ottoman society, and from there diffused into the population at large. 
The Sultan, as a generous benefactor of the inhabitants of Mecca and 
Medina and as the organizer and protector of the pilgrimage, 
constituted a dominant image. This imparts a special colouring to 
even mundane matters such as the clogged water pipes leading from 
"Arafat to Mecca, and a certain unity to the changing policies of 
Sultans and viziers. Large sums of money were spent upon the 
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pilgrimage every year, and most of these expenditures yielded no 
economic return. This fact alone indicates that the Sultan’s title 
‘Servant of the Holy Places’ was more than a matter of rhetoric, and 
formed an important aspect of the Ottoman state’s legitimation vis a 
vis the society it governed. 


SOURCES 


A discussion of these issues becomes possible because, by the middle 
of the sixteenth century, the Ottoman Empire possessed a developed 
bureaucratic structure and well-functioning state archives.'* Everyday 
issues concerning food supplies, military security, public construction 
and many other matters were documented at length; and the 
Registers of Important Affairs (Miihimme Defterleri) in the Ottoman 
archives in Istanbul contain hundreds of sultanic commands con- 
cerned in one way or another with pilgrimage affairs. Some of these 
valuable sources have been used in specialized articles, often 
published in conference proceedings difficult to locate even for the 
specialist, but most of the Ottoman archival material concerning the 
pilgrimage has remained completely untouched so far. 

From the beginning of the Registers of Important Affairs in the 
middle of the sixteenth century down to 1018/1609-10, more than 
fifty volumes were found to contain material on the hajj, on an 
average ten rescripts to each register. More often than might be 
expected, the rescripts preserved in the Mihimme Defterleri contain 
quantitative data, such as the sums of money spent on various repair 
and rebuilding projects in and around the Great Mosque of Mecca. 
Even more significant are the accounts of negotiations which 
preceded political action in the Hejaz, and which inform us of the 
manner in which the Ottoman administration bargained for political 
support in the Red Sea region. 

Many pilgrimage-related activities were financed out of the 
resources of Egypt and Syria, and are thus documented in provincial 
financial accounts, of which we possess a few samples from late- 
sixteenth century Egypt and a larger number from seventeenth- 
century Syria. These documents contain information on the military 
expenditures connected with the caravan. Particular attention was 
paid to the soldiers’ equipment, such as the cannons regarded as 
indispensable for any desert campaign. Moreover, the Ottoman 
administration’s attempt to obtain a measure of control over the 
numerous endowments supporting the poor of Mecca and Medina 
resulted in the compilation of inventories which list all the relevant 
foundations existing at the end of the sixteenth century. These 
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inventories mention the revenues each foundation was expected to 
send to the Hejaz, and thus allow us to assess the contribution of 
different regions to the hajj effort. 

Among narrative accounts, our main source is the pilgrimage report 
of Ewliya Celebi.'? Strangely enough, this text has all but escaped the 
attention of historians, although many other sections of his great 
travel narrative have been studied intensively. On the surface, 
Ewliya’s account is intended to help pilgrims fulfil their religious 
duties, and therefore occasionally mentions the prayers to recite at the 
various stations in a pilgrim’s itinerary. Like the other sections of his 
narrative, however, Ewliya’s account of his pilgrimage concentrates 
upon a description of the larger cities and their inhabitants. Here are 
the experiences of a vibrant and adventurous Ottoman gentleman 
among Beduins, robbers and doughty pashas, and the serious purpose 
of the pilgrimage does not prevent him from describing humorous or 
satirical scenes. 

A unique narrative account is that of Siiheyli.2° About his life 
nothing is known, except that he was a Damascene or Syrian living in 
the seventeenth century. He has left an account, in straightforward 
Ottoman, of the restoration of the Ka’aba under Sultan Murad IV, 
after the building had collapsed in a disastrous rainstorm in 1039/ 
1630. Siiheyli gives a stone-by-stone account of what happened on 
the site during the construction period, but also describes the manner 
in which the Egyptian official Ridwan Beg, who headed the project, 
managed to short-circuit all opposition to his way of running the 
affair; if Stiheyli’s impression is correct, the Istanbul authorities 
avoided all direct involvement. 

Another important narrative source is the life story of Mehmed 
Agha, one of the two full-length biographies of Ottoman architects of 
the classical period.”’ This text has recently become available in 
English. The author is a certain Dja’fer Efendi, about whom we know 
almost nothing except that his father was named Shaykh Behram and 
that he belonged to Mehmed Agha’s clientele. In Dja’fer Efendi’s 
account, Mehmed Agha is described in a style vaguely reminiscent of 
popular hagiography. For our purposes the biography is important 
because Mehmed Agha was responsible for major restorations in 

Mecca, and Dja’fer Agha presents certain clues concerning the 
manner in which educated Ottomans regarded projects of this kind. A 
poem in praise of Medina, which concludes the chapter on Mehmed 
Agha’s activities in the Holy Cities, is also of interest in this context. 

In the following chapter we will accompany some of the more 
famous pilgrims of the Middle Ages, particularly Ibn Djubayr, the 
twelfth-century Andalusian who has left a most detailed and lively 
description of his experiences in the Hejaz. This will give us the 
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opportunity to discuss the major elements of the pilgrimage ritual and 
the localities which the pilgrims visited. This brief account of 
medieval pilgrimages is intended, however, as a mere backdrop for a 
discussion of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, in which 
pilgrims such as Ewliya Celebi and Mehmed Edib, provincial 
administrators such as the Egyptian Mamluk Ridwan Beg, and rulers 
such as Suleyman the Lawgiver (1520-66) and Ahmed I (1603-17) 
constitute the focus of our attention.”7 


] 


The Pilgrimage to Mecca in 
Pre-Ottoman Times 


With the expansion of the islamicate empire under the first four 
caliphs (632-61 CE) and the Ummayad dynasty (661-750 CE), an 
area reaching from Spain to Iran had come under Muslim sway.' The 
centre of this empire was first located in Medina, but soon moved to 
Damascus. The conquerors were all Muslims, and many members of 
the conquered people soon adopted their religion. Even though the 
islamization of the Iranian ruling class was not complete until the end 
of the eighth century, a multitude of pilgrims from a variety of 
linguistic and cultural backgrounds were already arriving in Mecca by 
the end of the seventh century CE. The area from which pilgrims 
travelled to Mecca expanded even further during the subsequent 
centuries: in the tenth century Mahmid of Ghazni, famed for the 
Support which he gave to the poet Ferdosi, conquered part of 
northern India. The islamization of large numbers of Central Asian 
Turks also took place during this period. In the thirteenth century, 
the Mongol conquests at first resulted in a setback, as Chingiz 
Khan and his immediate successors did not adopt Islam, while 
favouring non-Muslims as a counterweight to entrenched Muslim 
elites. But, in the long run, the Mongols established in the Middle 
East did adopt Islam, while the Tatars, who dominated Russia for 
several centuries, also became Muslims. The islamicate world thus 
expanded impressively in the aftermath of the Mongol conquests. A 
fifteenth-century pilgrim crowd in Mecca would have included, apart 
from Arabs and Iranians, Turks from Anatolia and the Balkans, 
Tatars from what is today southern Russia, Central Asians, Indians 
and even the occasional African king. 
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A POET’S PILGRIMAGE HANDBOOK 


For the history of the pilgrimage in the medieval period down to 
1517, the accounts of travellers constitute the most important sources. 
These texts were written with a practical purpose in mind, namely to 
help a pilgrim find his way to the sanctuaries and perform the 
pilgrimage rites in a correct and dignified manner. Many of these 
accounts contain historical information, much of it referring to the 
major mosques. This historical and art historical detail was not 
considered in any way frivolous or futile. Events such as the activities 
of the Prophet and his companions were of major significance to the 
believer. Therefore the pilgrimage guides should be regarded both as 
pious works and as descriptions of actions and things located in time 
and space. Religious motivation and minute attention to mundane 
detail in no way excluded one another. Unfortunately, the pilgrimage 
accounts almost never contain information permitting us to estimate 
the number of people participating. 

The poet Nasir-i Khosraw, who lived in the eleventh century CE, 
has left a detailed account of his pilgrimage.” Nasir-i Khosraw came 
from the town of Balkh in modern Afghanistan, and undertook the 
pilgrimage after a major religious experience, which induced him to 
transform his hitherto rather worldly style of life. While visiting Egypt, 
he was greatly impressed by the florescence this country experienced 
under the Fatimid caliphs. He converted to the Isma’ili version of 
Shi'ism which the Fatimids propounded, and ultimately achieved 
high rank in the spiritual hierarchy of this faith. Nasir-i Khosraw’s 
first visit to Mecca fell in the year 1047, a time of drought and famine. 
Not only the Hejaz but Iraq was affected, so that outside support was 
not forthcoming, and no pilgrimage caravan could be sent. The 
Fatimid ruler dispatched an embassy, no more, to escort the covering 
for the Ka’aba, which even at this early period was sent every year 
from Cairo, and Nasir-i Khosraw formed part of this embassy. After 
crossing the Red Sea, the travellers visited the Prophet’s mosque in 

Medina, then followed the pilgrimage route through the desert. They 
found the Holy City all but abandoned, but as the time for the hajj 
had just arrived, Nasir-i Khosraw was able to perform the rites of the 
pilgrimage. Yet the calamities of that year permitted no more than a 
short stay; the author admits to having spent but two days in Medina, 
and he probably remained no longer in Mecca than strictly necessary. 
He was able to return in later years, however, and his pilgrimage 
account refers to his second, more leisurely visit. 
Nasir-i Khosraw’s intention is to provide orientation to the pilgrim 
with no previous experience of the Holy City, and he therefore begins 
with an account of its geographical location. He then discusses the 
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manner in which the city fits into the landscape. His description leads 
us to the walls which close off the wadis leading into Mecca and the 
yery few trees growing within the city limits. He also evokes the hills 
of Safa and Marwa, between which the pilgrims rush back and forth, 
thereby completing an essential part of the ritual — which is discussed 
in detail, so that the pilgrim knows where to go at different stages of 
his visit. Nasir’s account also includes the hospices of Mecca and 
provides information about water supplies, presumably with practical 
purposes in mind. At the same time, he avoids any discussion of his 
personal religious experience. 
After returning from the pilgrimage, Nasir-i Khosraw led an 
adventurous life in the service of the Fatimids and their particular 
variety of Shi’ism; in the end he was killed in the mountains of 
Badakhshan. But for many other scholars and literati, the pilgrimage 
was the beginning of a more conventional career. In Neyshapur, 
during the eleventh and twelfth centuries, scholars often visited 
Mecca before embarking on careers as teachers and judges. For these 
people, the pilgrimage was an occasion on which to visit centres of 
Islamic learning, and pursue their studies in Islamic law and the 
Prophet’s words and deeds (hadith). Some of them also taught for a 
while in the mosques and theological schools (madrasa) of the cities 
they visited, the caliphal city of Baghdad being especially popular in 
this respect. Upon their return to Neyshapur, these scholars, who 
were usually the scions of prominent families, had gained additional 
prestige due to their knowledge and piety, even though the hajj was 
Not an indispensable precondition for an official career.> Unfortun- 
ately, we do not possess a pilgrimage account by a Neyshapuri 
traveller. All our information stems from brief notices in the 
biographical dictionaries of the time, whose aim was not to provide a 
record of pilgrimage and travel, but to document the reliability of 
individual scholars in the transfer of religious knowledge throughout 
the centuries. We therefore have no way of knowing what the 
Neyshapuri scholars brought home as their most important experi- 


ences. 


ON THE ROAD TO MECCA 


Matters are somewhat different when we turn to the pilgrimage 
account of Abi’l-Husayn Muhammad b. Djubayr, usually known as 
Ibn Djubayr.* He was a courtier and secretary in the service of the 
governor of Granada, and famed for his literary talents. But while 
participating in court life he had allowed himself to be persuaded to 
drink wine, and afterwards he much regretted this breach of Islamic 
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dominated Mediterranean trade and their ships were thus compara- 
tively secure from pirate attacks. This use of European ships by 
Muslim pilgrims from the western Mediterranean was to persist 
throughout the centuries. Even in the seventeenth century, Algerians, 
Tunisians and Tripolitanians often travelled on English or French 
ships as far as Alexandria, and then joined the pilgrimage caravan in 
Cairo.” When Ibn Djubayr arrived in Egypt, the country was governed 
by Sultan Saladin (Salah al-Din Ayyabi), who much impressed the 
author by his energetic rule and generous programme of public 
construction. Ibn Djubayr then journeyed to the Upper Egyptian port 
of Aydhab, which at that time was still a major commercial centre, 
though it was to lose most of its importance by the fifteenth century.” 
Ibn Djubayr’s impressions of Aydhab and its inhabitants were 
mostly negative. An account of the pearl fisheries located near the city 
he concludes with the words: “But indeed these folk are closer to wild 
beasts than they are to men.” His bad impressions were probably 
prompted by the treatment meted out to pilgrims: the ships on which 
the latter were made to cross the Red Sea were always perilously 
overloaded, so that the passengers were squeezed together like 
chickens in a basket. In this fashion, the owners of the boats 
attempted to maximize their earnings without any regard for the safety 
of the passengers: some even said in so many words that the owner 
only provided the ship, responsibility for safe arrival resting with the 
passengers alone. Ibn Djubayr warns all pilgrims against the use of 
this route and suggests a long detour as an alternative. A pilgrim 
coming from the western Mediterranean region is advised to travel 
first to Baghdad by way of Syria, and continue his journey with the 
Baghdad pilgrimage caravan. ‘And should he find this circling road to 
be too long, it will be easy | in comparison with what he would meet in 
Aydhab and places like it."* Ibn Djubayr also mentions a pilgrimage 
route near the coast, which led from Egypt to the Sinai and from 
there to Medina by way of ‘Aqaba, and which probably corresponded 
to the route followed by seventeenth-century Egyptian pilgrims. In 
Ibn Djubayr’s time, however, this route was impassable due to a 
Frankish crusader castle located nearby. 
Ibn Djubayr’s short voyage across the Red Sea was so troublesome 
that his negative reactions are easy to understand. (On his return 
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he did in fact travel by way of Baghdad, although we do not 
whether this decision was motivated by security considerations 


a es bee landing in Jeddah, his ship was caught in a 


storm and swept off its course, so that eight days were needed 

cer the the short distance between Aydhab and Jeddah. Nor were the 
" pilgrims” troubles at an end once they reached the port of Mecca, 
_ at that time was still a modest settlement with houses built 
mostly of reeds. Ibn Djubayr complains bitterly about the inhabitants 
oe Hejaz, who for the most part ruthlessly exploited the pilgrims 


and used all manner of stratagems to deprive them of their food and 
‘money. His worst experiences were with the amir of Mecca. Sultan 


‘Saladin at this time was trying to alleviate the difficulties of the 

pilgrims by assigning the amir grants of money and foodstuffs. In 

return, the amir was to forgo the customs duties he had hitherto 
demanded from pilgrims. The amir however viewed the pilgrims as 
no more than a source of revenue which he was legitimately entitled 
to exploit, and when Sultan Saladin’s grant was slow to arrive, the 
wealthy traveller from Andalusia seemed as good a substitute as any. 

Tbn Djubayr was detained, and he and his companions were made to 
Serve as hostages to guarantee the continuing prestation of Egyptian 
wheat and money. This experience caused Ibn Djubayr to pen a few 
harsh comments on the Shi'i beliefs of the Hejazis, whom he 
regarded as heretics. He wished that their lands might be conquered 
by the Spanish Sunni dynasty of the Muwahhidun/Almohads, and the 
inhabitants themselves be punished for their numerous sins and 
heretical practices. Yet even when expressing his anger, Ibn Djubayr 
uses moderation. Certainly the amir of Mecca acted unjustly and, as a 
ruler, was much inferior to Sultan Saladin of Egypt. Even so, he 
remained a descendant of the Prophet Muhammad and, as such, was 


respected by the pious Ibn Djubayr.’ 


THE RITES OF THE PILGRIMAGE 


On the short trip from Jeddah to Mecca, the company of pilgrims 
Stopped to change into pilgrims’ garb (ihram). This has remained 
more or less unchanged since the Prophet’s time, and for men 
consists of two seamless pieces of white cloth. One of them covers the 
loins, reaching down to the knee; the other is worn on the shoulder.'° 
The pilgrims wear sandals that leave the instep bare, or, if unavoid- 
able, ordinary shoes. There are no special features to the women 
pilgrims’ garb. The English traveller Richard Burton, who saw mid- 
Nineteenth-century women pilgrims, remarks that the face covering 
should not touch the face and that the women therefore wore masks 
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made out of palm leaves; but present-day photographs show that 

almost all pilgrims leave their faces uncovered.''! Many theologians 

believe that this uniform garb symbolizes the equality of all believers 
in the sight of God. 

Pilgrim behaviour is governed by a set of rules which emphasize the 
special status of the Mecca pilgrim. According to many theologians, 
these rules express the pilgrims’ separation from wordly concerns and 
their complete dedication to God. The most important rule is the 
prohibition against killing living beings of any kind, apart from the 
ritual sacrifice at the end of the pilgrimage. Hunting is accordingly 
forbidden, and armed men through the centuries have expressed their 
peaceful intentions by entering the Holy City wearing the thram. 
Marital relations and even the conclusion of marriage contracts are 
likewise prohibited, and the same applies to disputes and discussions. 
No perfumes are to be used, nor are pilgrims to cut their hair or their 
nails. Men are required to let their beards grow. Bathing is permitted, 
and the pilgrims take a bath before donning the shram. At the end of 
the pilgrimage, when the pilgrim, now a hajji, reenters ordinary life, 
he cuts his hair, beard and nails. 

For the rites of pilgrimage to be valid, pilgrims have to make a 
declaration of intent stating whether they wish to undertake the hajj 
or merely the lesser pilgrimage or ‘umra. The hajj, which includes a 
visit to the ‘Arafat as mentioned above, can only be performed once a 
year; most pilgrims coming to Mecca from afar have this purpose in 
mind. The time for the pilgrimage is the ninth day of the twelfth 
month of the Islamic lunar year, known as Dhii al-Hidjdja. The 'umra 
rites are limited to the perimeter of Mecca and can be undertaken at 
any time of the year. 

Ibn Djubayr and his companions donned the thram at a predeter- 
mined spot between Jeddah and Mecca, Pilgrims arriving from other 
directions also knew exactly where they were to change into pilgrims’ 
clothing. The seventeenth-century Ottoman traveller Ewliya 
Celebi approached Mecca from the direction of Medina and stated 
that the pilgrims of his time put on the ihram in a place called Bi'r 
‘Ali, not very far from Medina.'* Today, pilgrims who travel to Mecca 
from Medina change their clothing in Dhi al-Hulayfa, sometimes 
called Abar ‘Ali, which is probably identical with Ewliya Celebi’s 
Bi'r ‘Ali, Pilgrims who wish to avoid the discomfort of travelling 
through the desert dressed only in an thram can wear their ordinary 

clothes until they get to the locality known as Makam al-'Umra. They 
are, however, expected to compensate for this indulgence by a 
supplementary sacrifice. Pilgrimage guides, who showed the new 
arrivals the rites and sites as their successors do to the present day, 
came to Makam al-'Umra to meet their charges. In Ewliya’s time 
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there was a pond at this place, which received water by means of a 
water wheel and was surrounded by rooms in which pilgrims could 
refresh themselves. This complex was still rather new, having been 
founded by a governor of Egypt in 1662-3, less than ten years before 
Ewliya’s visit. Pilgrims approaching the Holy City by sea donned the 
ihram in a place about the same distance away from Mecca as the 
locations in which this ceremony is performed today. Those who 
arrived from the south changed into the thram when they first saw 
Mount Yalamlam, which lies about 54 kilometres to the south of 


Mecca. 


THE KA’‘ABA 


Tbn Djubayr has left a most vivid account of the pious emotions of the 
ims when they entered Mecca and saw the Ka’aba for the first 
time.’ It was already night, and from all sides he heard prayers and 
invocations of God, particularly the ‘here my God, here I am’ which 
forms part of the ritual used on this occasion. After entering the 
mosque, the pilgrims circumambulated the Ka’aba seven times and 
touched its covering at a certain place, hoping for an answer to their 
prayers. If in spite of the crowd it was possible to approach the Black 
Stone, they kissed it. ‘Ali b. Abi Bakr al-Harawi, a contemporary of 
Ibn Djubayr, has left a matter-of-fact description of the Mecca and 
Medina sanctuaries.'* He includes an account of the history of the 
building, which was a matter of interest to Muslim scholars and on 
which a considerable body of evidence had therefore been collected. 
His ‘Inventory of Pilgrimage Sites’ recounts that the original Ka’aba 
was built by the Prophet Ibrahim. This building remained more or 
less in its original state until one of the most important tribes of 
Mecca, namely the Kuraysh, rebuilt it in the seventh century, at the 
time of the Prophet Muhammad. The latter was himself a member of 
the Kuraysh. It was assumed that he had intervened in person by 
solving a dispute over precedence which concerned the placing of the 
Black Stone, one of the most important elements of the structure. 
During the civil wars of the carly Ummayad period the Ka’aba was 
burned down. Ibn Zubayr, who for a time reigned as caliph in Mecca, 
rebuilt and enlarged it. The structure now could be entered by two 
doors; but when Ibn Zubayr had been deposed by the Ummayad 
governor al-Hadjdjadj, the latter tore down what his defeated rival 
had constructed and rebuilt the Ka’aba according to what was known 
of the building which had existed in the time of the Prophet 
Muhammad. This new building was smaller than its predecessor, one 
of the doors had been walled up, and the floor was covered with 
stones taken from the previous building. The new structure thus was 
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on the outside. The flat and slightly inclined roof, as well as the walls, 
were covered with fine tissues of silk and cotton cloth. In Ibn 
Djubayr’s time, the covering of the Ka’aba was green and set off with 
red bands, decorated with the name of the caliph then reigning, 


gold. The interior was decorated in coloured marble, and three teak information on the buildings of Mecca which served to make his 
THE HAJJ CEREMONIES 
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former prince of Aden recently deposed.'® On the 7 Dhi al-Hidjdja a 
messenger arrived from the Iraqi pilgrimage caravan which was still 
on its way. Thereupon the kadi preached a solemn sermon in front of 
the pilgrims assembled in the city, in which he explained the ritual of 
the hajj. He announced that on the next day the caravan would move 
to Mina, the first stop on the way to ‘Arafat. On Thursday a large 
crowd set out; however the pilgrims hurried more than seemed 
desirable to Ibn Djubayr, as there was a constant danger of being 
attacked by Beduin marauders. As western Catholics of the four- 
teenth century felt few scruples when they enslaved Greek Christians, 
and many Beduins, even though they had been Muslims for centuries, 
did not hesitate to rob unwary pilgrims on their way to and from the 
sanctuary. Travellers who attempted to resist were often killed. 
Whoever claimed to rule the Hejaz, therefore, above everything else 
needed to protect the pilgrims from attack. According to Ibn 
Djubayr’s testimony, the ruling amir of Mecca was quite successful in 
this task —- which legitimized him in the eyes of the Andalusian 
traveller and, no doubt, in the view of a wider public. 
The pilgrims spent their first night after leaving Mecca in an 
uninhabited locality called Muzdalifa where there was an abundant 
supply of water. This was due to the munificence of Harin al- 
Rashid’s wife Zubayda, who in the ninth century had built a number 
of water reservoirs in this place. The ‘Arafat plateau was reached the 
next day. At this locality, surmounted by the ‘Mount of Mercy’ 
(Djabal al-Rahmat), the pilgrims prayed in a number of mosques or at 
prayer niches in the open air. Here the assembly which constitutes the 
core of the pilgrimage took place. Ibn Djubayr says very little about 
this event, so that we have to supplement his story with other, much 
more recent information. According to the Ottoman traveller Ewliya 
Celebi, who participated in the ‘station’ at ‘Arafat in 1672, the 
pilgrims prayed in the Mosque of Ibrahim and waited on the plateau 
for the kadi of Mecca to begin his solemn sermon.” In Ewliya’s time, 
the pilgrims assembled according to their region of origin; the 
Anatolians to the west, the Abyssinians, Yemenis, Iraqis and Hejazis 
at other prearranged places. This custom was already centuries old 
when Ewliya Celebi wrote, for Ibn Djubayr also noted that the 
Yemenis assembled by tribe, and that no tribe ever transgressed on 
the territory assigned to another.” Both Ibn Djubayr and Ewliya were 
full of admiration for the large number of pilgrims who had 
assembled on ‘Arafat. Ibn Djubayr particularly mentions the non- 
Arabs of high rank, both men and women. But unfortunately neither 
of these two writers, nor any other travellers from the time before the 
nineteenth century, have made an attempt to estimate the number of 


participants. 
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To ensure the validity of the wakfa on ‘Arafat, it was necessary to 
adhere to certain rules. The territory known as ‘Arafat, where the 
pilgrims absolutely needed to sojourn, was set off from the outside 
world by a line of boundary stones. The time factor was also 
significant, as apparent from the dispute between the kadi of Mecca 
and the over-zealous Maghribis. It was essential that the pilgrims 
arrive at ‘Arafat on time, that is while the preacher was still speaking. 
Ewliya recounts how for that very reason his own caravan pressed 
forward in hurried marches, spending only the briefest possible time 
in Medina. That year, the Basra caravan was also in trouble; 1671-2 
fell in a period of widespread political tension, and in such years 
Beduin tribes tended to be especially aggressive. The Basra pilgrim- 
age caravan was set upon, but reinforcements sent from Mecca 
helped to repel the attackers. The unlucky caravan almost missed the 
meeting at ‘Arafat. “They [the Basra pilgrims] entered [the site of 
‘Arafat] at the boundary stones [marking off the site in the direction 
of] Iraq. They also brought along their dead to the wakfa. Thank 
God, they were able to perform their pilgrimage: If they had arrived 
but a short time later, it would have been invalid.’”! 

At the beginning of the meeting, many people called out ‘Here my 
God, here I am’, and Ewliya says that this continued for an hour. 
According to the same source, the kadi’s sermon concerned the 
further course of the pilgrimage. The pilgrims were instructed how to 
behave when sacrificing and throwing stones at the rocks of Mina, 
which in this context symbolize the devil. When the sermon ended, 
the pilgrims hurriedly left the site of the meeting. As it was already 
turning dark, this procedure gave rise to a certain amount of 
confusion. At Muzdalifa the pilgrims assembled for another ritual 
‘station’, which this time took place by night and was particularly 
impressive due to the many candles lit by the Khorasanis. The 
pilgrims collected pebbles which they would need the next day for the 
stoning of the devil. Most pilgrims left Muzdalifa by night so as to 
perform the morning prayer in Mina and subsequently throw their 
seven stones against a specially designated rock. After that, those who 
could afford it sacrificed an animal, and thereby fulfilled their 
religious obligations for the day. 

Ibn Djubayr does not tell us how the pilgrims spent their free time 
in Mina.” Today it is customary for pilgrims to return to Mecca, 
which is close by, and to circle the Ka’aba seven times (tawa/ al-ifada) 
before taking off the pilgrim’s garb.7* The men shave, and everybody 
returns to Mina dressed in his or her best clothes. However, both Ibn 
Djubayr and Ewliya Celebi are describing pilgrimages performed in 
unsettled times, in which people may have put off their visit to the 
Ka’aba to the time of their final return to the Holy City. 
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In Mina a large fair was held at this time. Ewliya Celebi, who calls 
this place ‘Mine pazan’ (‘the market of Mina’), records that many 
goods were on sale here, ‘from precious pearls to the coarsest of 
glass’. Ewliya’s story is confirmed by an anonymous source from the 
sixteenth century. The Bahrain pearls, which Ibn Djubayr and Ewliya 
both mention, were the most remarkable speciality of this fair. In 
addition a good many foods and beverages were on sale. The 
pilgrims, who during their stay in Mina were excused from most of 
the restrictions which they had imposed on themselves upon 
approaching the Holy City, now visited with one another and made 
merry. On the two following days the lapidations were repeated, most 
pilgrims throwing forty-nine stones in all. Ibn Djubayr explains that 
originally the pilgrims had spent an additional day in Mina, further 
extending the lapidations, but in his time the ritual had been abridged 
because of the unsafe conditions obtaining in the area. 

When the pilgrims reentered the city after an absence of several 
days, they performed the concluding rite of their pilgrimage, namely 
the final circumambulation of the Ka’aba. For this occasion, [bn 
Djubayr changes his perspective, thereby contributing to the liveliness 
of his tale. While up to this point he has recounted mainly his own 
experiences, he now concentrates upon the behaviour of his fellow 
pilgrims. He was particularly interested in the Khorasanis, who must 
have seemed most exotic both to him and to his readers, in all 
likelihood mainly educated Andalusians and North Africans. We learn 
that on this occasion the covering of the Ka’aba had to be pulled up, 
as otherwise it would certainly have been ruined by the pilgrims who 
threw themselves upon the covering and clung to it. This form of 
devotion was foreign to Ibn Djubayr, but he describes it with 
equanimity and tolerance. This is particularly obvious when he 
discusses the women pilgrims, who threw themselves into the crowd, 
hoping for a chance to visit the interior of the Ka’aba, and reemerged 
rather the worse for wear.”* Ibn Djubayr also comments favourably on 
the Khorasani preachers, who could speak most impressively both in 
Arabic and Persian. He also approved of the Khorasanis’ custom of 

soliciting questions from the congregation after their sermons; many 
of these question-and-answer sessions developed into an outright 
examination of the preacher by his listeners. 


IBN DJUBAYR’S IDEAS CONCERNING THE PILGRIMAGE 


In the course of his narrative, Ibn Djubayr quite frequently discusses 
his own reactions to different aspects of the pilgrimage. We already 
know that he had a strong sense of reality, and did not believe that 
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manipulation for pious ends was a good thing. As a highly educated 
man, Ibn Djubayr must have known very well that many religious 
scholars believed pilgrims derived greater blessings if they performed 
the wakfa on a Friday, yet he insists that God’s mercy can be expected 
by any pilgrim. To put it differently, Ibn Djubayr recommends that 
the pilgrims use the opportunity provided by the pilgrimage to reflect 
upon God’s mercy, and avoid being overly anxious about the details of 
the ritual. He thus remarks that the Beduins of the Yemen lack even 
an elementary knowledge of the Islamic ritual, but possess an 
abundance of good intentions.”° Ibn Djubayr concludes his account 
of Beduin religious life, which includes an enumeration of the many 
mistakes these people make when saying their prayers, with a saying 
ascribed to the Prophet Muhammad: “Teach them ritual prayer, and 
they will teach you the prayer of the heart.” 

On a more personal level, Ibn Djubayr also discusses his religious 
experiences in the course of the pilgrimage. He praises the night 
when his caravan first entered Mecca, and thanks his Creator for the 
grace of pilgrimage, for now he feels included in the community of 
those who may hope for the intercession of the Prophet Ibrahim. The 
humble invocations by which pilgrims acknowledged their being in 
God's presence are mentioned as an awesome experience, and the 
nightly prayers held in the Great Mosque during the fast of Ramadan 
made a profound impression on Ibn Djubayr. 

Concerning the Prophet’s miracles, Ibn Djubayr occasionally 
mentions them and does not express any doubts on that score. But it 
is obvious from his account of the Meccan sanctuaries outside the 
Great Mosque, often associated with the personal and family history 
of the Prophet, that miracles play a very subordinate role in his style 
of piety. As to assorted practices pilgrims engage in for the sake of 
obtaining blessings (baraka), Ibn Djubayr is quite critical. Thus he 
describes pilgrims who try to pass through a narrow opening in a cave 
because the Prophet allegedly did the same, and remarks that they are 
likely to get themselves into trouble: apart from looking ridiculous, 
trying to wriggle out of the narrow opening is painful as well.”’ 

At the core of the Meccan pilgrimage rituals there survive pre- 
Islamic practices which have interested both scholars of the early 
Islamic period and twentieth-century specialists in comparative 
religious studies. These rituals have been transformed by the Prophet 
Muhammad and his immediate successors, however, and reinter- 
preted in a strictly monotheistic sense. Ibn Djubayr’s account permits 
us to see how a pious and learned person of the twelfth century who 
possessed a strong critical sense, viewed the rituals of the pilgrimage. 
Pilgrims of his calibre took the hajj as a way toward a more profound 
understanding of their monotheistic religion. Ibn Djubayr stressed the 
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importance of an interior life, and had no time for an overly ritualistic 
approach. Certainly the author, who was a courtier in addition to 
being a scholar, came from an elite milieu, and his understanding of 
the pilgrimage may well have been a minority phenomenon. But we 
are fortunate that at least one writer of the twelfth century has been so 
explicit about his thoughts and feelings. 


THE PROPHET’S MOSQUE IN MEDINA 


The Prophet Muhammad died in Medina in 624 CE, in the year 10 
according to the Muslim reckoning. He was buried in his former 
dwelling place, soon to be rebuilt as a mosque.”* Later, other im- 
portant personages of carly Islamic history were buried there, 
including his first two successors Abii Bakr (reigned 632-4) and 
‘Umar (reigned 634-44). During the years immediately following the 
death of the Prophet, Medina was the capital of the Islamic empire 
which was then expanding rapidly. But with the reign of Mu’awiya 
(661-80) the empire’s political centre moved to Syria and Iraq, and 
Medina became a city inhabited by religious scholars, who developed 
and elaborated Islamic law. Throughout the history of Islam the city 
has held a particular attraction for pious people. Although a visit to 
Medina does not form part of the Islamic pilgrimage ritual, many 
visitors to the Hejaz use the opportunity to pray at the Prophet's 
grave, cither when travelling to Mecca or else on the return trip. 
Nasir-i Khosraw, when visiting the Hejaz in 1048, also paid a visit 
to the Prophet's mosque in Medina, and has left a brief description of 
the sanctuary.”” In his time, the building consisted mainly of the 
following parts: a chamber with an adjacent court, an enclosed and 
partly roofed area in which the Prophet’s grave was located, the 
preacher’s chair and the hall named the ‘Garden’ (Rawda) which 
separates the preacher’s chair from the Prophet's grave. Nasir-i 
Khosraw even mentions the net, which closed off the unroofed parts 
of the mosque, so birds could not get in. But we possess even older 
descriptions, one of the most remarkable being that of Ibn ‘Abd 
Rabbih, written in the tenth century. Ibn ‘Abd Rabbih relics almost 
completely on his own observations and seems to have paid but scant 
attention to the work of his predecessors. He came from the same 
region as Ibn Djubayr, namely Andalusia, and was a courtier like his 
successor, active in the entourage of the caliph ‘Abd al-Rahman III; 
to his contemporaries he was mainly known as a poet and literary man 
Ibn ‘Abd Rabbih’s description is extremely careful and detailed, so 
that his text has often been used by modern scholars attempting to 
reconstruct the appearance of the Prophet’s mosque in the carly 
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centuries of its existence” The author gives an account of the 
columns carrying the roof of the gallery and of the windows, which he 
compares to those of the Great Mosque of Cordoba; he also cites the 
text of the inscription which decorated one of the mosque walls. In 
Tbn ‘Abd Rabbih’s time a mirror hung on the mosque wall, which 
purportedly had belonged to ‘Aysha, the Prophet’s favourite wife, who 
was very active in politics after her husband’s death. The preacher’s 
chair used by the Prophet struck the observer by its simplicity, lacking 
any adornment or special elegance. The platform used by the 
preacher had been closed off by a slab of wood, so that the seat of the 
Prophet was not used by the preachers of Ibn ‘Abd Rabbih’s time. 
The author did not doubt the authenticity of the chair, but with 
respect to the other mementoes preserved in the mosque, he merely 
comments ‘and God knows best’. 

The most detailed description of the Prophet’s mosque dates from 
the concluding years of the fifteenth century.** Its author is the 
Egyptian scholar al-Samhidi, and it is a critical and carefully 
documented account. Al-Samhidi has located a great many sources 
concerning the mosque and compares them so as to arrive at a 
realistic reconstruction. He also discusses the buildings originally 
located in the vicinity, which in the course of various building 
campaigns were included in the mosque itself. We find a moving 
description of the weeping and lamentations with which the pious 
people of Medina reacted to the decision of the caliph Walid b. ‘Abd 
al-Malik (reigned 705-15) who had the modest habitations of the 
Prophet’s wives torn down to make room for the enlarged mosque. 
Apparently many devout people felt that these dwellings should have 
been preserved to demonstrate the extreme modesty and lack of 
ostentation practised by the Prophet, at a time when all the treasures 
of this world were readily accessible to him.** 

From al-Samhidi’s description we understand that in Ummayad 
times, the Great Mosque of Medina was built of hewn stone. The 
stones were held together by the application of plaster, and several 
loads of shells had been used in the decoration of the building. Only 
the roof was made of gilt palm wood. In the eighth century the 
mosque did not yet possess any minarets; the latter were added later 
and had to be rebuilt several times because of lightning damage. 
When al-Samhidi wrote, however, little remained of the mosque of 
Ummayad times, as it had been struck by two devastating fires, in 
1256 and 1481. After the first fire only casual repairs could be 
undertaken due to lack of means, for two years after this event, in 
1258, the Mongols conquered Baghdad, killed the Abbasid caliph and 
destroyed the city. With no help forthcoming from that quarter, major 
repairs had to wait for the Mamluk Sultans of Egypt to stabilize their 
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position. Repairs were finally undertaken by Sultan Ka’it Bay 
(reigned 1468-96), who was also active as a builder in Mecca. In 
Medina, Ka'it Bay twice sponsored the rebuilding of the Prophet's 
mosque, as the fire of 1481 destroyed most of what had been built a 
few years previously. This Sultan had the wooden dome over the 
Prophet's grave taken down and a cupola of stone erected in its place. 
Little trace remains of Ka’it Bay’s buildings today, as a further 
campaign of restoration, or indeed rebuilding, was undertaken in the 
time of the Ottoman Sultan ‘Abd til-Medjid (reigned 1839-61). The 
medieval mosque therefore needs to be reconstructed from written 
sources. 

Ibn ‘Abd Rabbih had little to say on the grave of the Prophet 
proper, which in his time bore only modest decorations. This is in 
accordance with the views of certain Islamic schools of law, which 
recommend this simplicity even today. Ibn ‘Abd Rabbih simply 
discussed the prayers to be performed at the Prophet’s grave, and 
recommended that worshippers observe a certain decorum. Particu- 
larly, pilgrims should not cling to the grave, behaviour which in the 
author’s view is characteristic of the ignorant. When visiting the 
Prophet’s grave, the principal concern was to offer prayers to God, 


even though visitors were free to invoke the intercession of the 
Prophet as well. 


THE HOLY CITIES IN THE LATER MIDDLE AGES 


For the late Middle Ages, that is the period preceding the Ottoman 
conquest of Egypt in 1517, we possess a comprehensive history of 
Medina and a series of Meccan chronicles. These texts document the 
tensions between the Mamluk Sultans of Egypt, who exercised 
suzerainty over the Sherifs of Mecca (functioning as local rulers), and 
other important princes of the Islamic world. These rivalries 
sometimes had repercussions upon ceremonial life in the Holy 
Cities>* Thus, in 1424-34, the Egyptian Sultan Barsbay refused 
the demands of Shahrukh, son and successor of Timur Lenk, who 
repeatedly requested the privilege of being permitted to donate a 
covering for the Ka’aba. Mehmed the Conqueror (reigned 1451-81) 
was likewise refused when he made-a similar offer. Difficulties of this 
kind had a long tradition: a full century earlier, amir Cuban (died 
1327), one of the most powerful figures at the court of the Ilkhanid 
Abu Sa’id, had undertaken to construct a waterpipe to alleviate the 
lack of water in Mecca, which had grown ever more serious with the 
passage of time.*> Amir Coban donated 50,000 gold coins for this 
purpose. Conditions of work on this line, which led from Hunayn 
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over ‘Arafat to the Holy City, were reputed highly satisfactory, and 
many Beduins, including their womenfolk, accepted employment on 
the construction site. Work was completed within four months, but 
the reaction of the Egyptian Sultan to a project initiated by a rival 
court was decidedly negative. Luckily a skilled negotiator, who 
previously had been in charge of the construction site, managed to 
make the whole affair palatable to the Egyptian Sultan. The latter 
contented himself with the construction of a second pipeline next to 
the one built by amir Caban, without taking revenge for the flouting 
of his authority. 

In addition to the rulers of Egypt and Iran, the Sultan of Yemen 
occasionally claimed suzerainty over Mecca.*° Thus the Sultan al- 
Mudjahid performed the pilgrimage several times and built a major 
complex of pious foundations in Mecca. But while sojourning in the 
Holy City on his second pilgrimage in 1351, he was arrested because 
he insisted upon his rights as an independent sovereign, vis 4 vis both 
the Sherifs of Mecca and the envoy of the Egyptian Sultan. The next 
years were filled with extraordinary adventures. Due to his arrest, al- 
Mudjahid was unable to complete the requirements for his second 
pilgrimage. Instead he was brought to Egypt, where the ruling Sultan 
treated him in a manner befitting his station and soon released him. 
Al-Mudjahid was already on his way back to Yemen when the 
Egyptian authorities changed their minds and decided to hold the 
Yemeni ruler captive as a possible rival. This time he was held in a 
castle not far from the Dead Sea, but soon released when a former 
fellow prisoner, who had once again achieved a powerful position in 
Cairo, interceded for him. While in this region, al-Mudjahid 
demonstrated his piety by visiting the Muslim sanctuaries of Jeru- 
salem and Khalil al-Rahman (Hebron) and ultimately managed to 
return to Yemen by way of the Red Sea (1352). The chronicler who 
reported all these events evidently felt some sympathy for al- 
Mudjahid. He reports that the offended ruler took revenge by 
prohibiting all trade with Mecca, which must have increased the 
perennial supply problems of the Holy City. Unfortunately the 
account does not tell us whether al-Mudjahid really had the intention 
of annexing Mecca, or whether these designs had merely been 
imputed to him by his opponents. Be that as it may, the Sultans of 
Yemen certainly attempted to establish a presence in Mecca; thirty 
years after the adventures of al-Mudjahid, a new conflict ensued, 
when a Yemeni ruler sent a covering for the Ka’aba, a gesture which 
the Egyptian rulers apparently regarded as their own exclusive 
prerogative. 

During the fifteenth century, the last hundred years of Mamluk 
domination over Mecca, several large-scale building projects were 
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undertaken. A fire which had broken out in a hospice near the Great 
Mosque had spread to the northern and western galleries of the 
sanctuary, and 130 columns had collapsed.*” This part of the Meccan 
Great Mosque was completely rebuilt — even the foundations were 
dug out and reinforced. The new columns consisted of several pieces 
of stone held together by iron rods and crowned by marble capitals. 
The latter carried a wooden roof, gilt and painted in bright colours. 
The lack of suitable timber in the Hejaz greatly retarded the 
completion of the project, however, as supplies had to be imported 
from India or Asia Minor. 

In the third quarter of the fifteenth century the Egyptian Sultan 
Ka’ it Bay and his amirs sponsored further large construction projects, 
many of them quite controversial.** Thus Ibn al-Zamin, a close friend 
of the Sultan, built a hospice which created a serious obstruction on 
the way between Safa and Marwa, which all pilgrims had to traverse 
many times in the course of their sojourn. A kddi of Mecca and other 
religious scholars protested in Cairo against the project, but Ibn al- 
Zamin had the ear of the Sultan, and the hospice was built anyway. 
The authorities were so worried about public disturbances, however, 
that construction could only go on by night. 

Sultan Ka’it Bay also built a theological school and a hospice in the 
immediate vicinity of the Great Mosque, and several private houses 
and hospices were torn down for that purpose.*” The new complex, 
named Ashrafiya, was built of multi-coloured marble and contained a 
library; due to the negligence of librarians and users, however, a few 
decades later the latter had lost many of its books. An Indian scholar 
named Kutb al-Din, who lived in Mecca in the sixteenth century, was 
in charge at that time and in his chronicle of the city of Mecca has left 
a graphic account of the desolate conditions he found at the 
beginning of his tenure of office. He also describes how he attempted 
to improve them, tracking down the people who had borrowed library 
books and in some cases securing their return. He also had many 
damaged volumes restored and rebound. To repair damage to the 
building fabric was apparently not within his power, however."’ As we 
will see in the following chapters, the Ottoman Sultans of the 
sixteenth century were more concerned about establishing new 
foundations than restoring old ones. The only exceptions to this rule 
were the Great Mosques of Mecca and Medina. 

Kutb al-Din has also left an account of the manner in which the 
Ottomans took over the Hejaz in 1517.*! In the first stages of 
Ottoman rule, changes were limited in scope. At this time the Holy 
Cities were already totally dependent on Egyptian foodstufts.*? As a 
result, even short interruptions of the connection between the two 
regions, which occasionally occurred in the early sixteenth century 
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owing to Portuguese incursions into the Red Sea, led to panics and 
uncontrolled price rises. Given this situation, the Sherif of Mecca 
sent his young son to Cairo to offer the Ottoman Sultan Selim I 
(reigned 1512-20) suzerainty over the Hejaz. Selim I accepted this 
proposition and, for the stretch of four centuries, Mecca and Medina 
became part of the Ottoman Empire. The following chapters will deal 
with the structures and networks which during the first two centuries 
of Ottoman rule ensured the survival of pilgrims and Hejazis. The 
interplay of long-term structures and ad hoc improvisation will 
constitute the dominant theme of our account. 


2 


Caravan Routes 


With the Ottoman takeover of the Hejaz, the two Holy Cities came to 
depend on the protection of a Sultan whose capital and principal 
scenes of activity were much more remote, both geographically and in 
terms of language, than had been the case in Mamluk times. Ties 
between the Holy Cities on the one hand and Damascus and Cairo on 
the other continued to exist, but Cairo was now no more than a 
provincial centre. Major political decisions, such as the institution and 
occasionally deposition of the Sherifs of Mecca, were from now on 
made in Istanbul. Officials of the Sultan residing in the Ottoman 
capital also decided whether new buildings were to be erected in the 
Holy Cities, or whether the grain supply to the Hejaz should be 
increased by adding further Egyptian villages to the public founda- 
tions inherited from Mamluk times. However the caravan routes 
linking the Hejaz to Cairo and Damascus in no way lost their previous 
importance, for connections between the Holy Cities and Istanbul 
continued to pass through either one of these two provincial capitals 
From Alexandria, the seaport of Cairo, a short and under normal 
circumstances reasonably comfortable voyage took the traveller to 
Rhodes, an Ottoman possession since Sultan Siileyman had con- 
quered the island from the Knights of St John in 1522. From 
Damascus Istanbul was reached by way of a long but well-travelled 
caravan route, which passed through northern Syria and then entered 
Anatolia by a narrow defile between the mountains and the 
Mediterranean. Caravans stopped in Adana, then crossed the Taurus 
Mountains and the dry central Anatolian steppe before the next major 
staging post, Konya. Ultimately the Sea of Marmara was reached, and 
skirting it the caravans came to Uskiidar, which in the sixteenth 
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century was still an independent town and not merely a suburb of 
Istanbul. If the extant pilgrimage accounts reflect the real preferences 
of travellers, most pilgrims coming from Anatolia and Rumelia 
journeyed by way of Damascus. 

The present chapter deals with the two official pigrimage caravans, 
which every year left Cairo and Damascus for the Hejaz. In addition, 
a Yemeni pilgrimage caravan must have existed, but almost no 
information on this matter can be found in the Ottoman records. At 
certain times a separate caravan from Basra on the Persian Gulf 
crossed the Arabian peninsula from east to west, but political conflicts 
between Ottomans and Safawids often closed this route. Certain 
pilgrims doubtless reached Mecca on their own, without the 
protection of an officially sponsored caravan. The Maghribis, 
particularly, often travelled in this fashion, and the same probably 
applied to many pilgrims living on the Arabian peninsula.’ Since these 
unofficial caravans have left few traces in Ottoman government 
records, however, very little is known about them. 

The two main caravans, on the other hand, are abundantly 
documented. We can trace the history of the Cairo and Damascus 
caravans back to the time of the Abbasid caliphs: Haran al-Rashid 
(reigned 786-809), a contemporary of the Byzantine empress Irene 
(reigned 797-802) and Charlemagne (reigned 768-814), performed 
the pilgrimage nine times.? While most of his successors did not 
travel to Mecca personally, they regularly sent high-level officials to 
represent them at the pilgrimage. The pilgrimage caravans that we 
know from the Ottoman documentation of the sixteenth and 
seventeenth centuries, however, took shape under the Mamluk 
Sultans, between 1250 and 1517. Sixteenth- and seventeenth-century 
authors, dealing with the Ottoman Sultans in their role of protectors 
to the pilgrimage, have often measured Ottoman performance against 
the yardstick of what had been done, really or presumedly, by their 
Mamluk predecessors. This explains why Ottoman Sultans adhered 
as closely as they could to the practices connected with the names of 
Ka'it Bay (reigned 1468-96) and Kansth al-Ghuri (reigned 1501- 


THE CAIRO PILGRIMAGE CARAVAN 


The Cairo caravan has frequently been described. One of the most 
valuable accounts was written by the Egyptian ‘Abd al-Kadir al- 
Djazari in the middle of the sixteenth century. > This writer was able 
to draw upon extensive personal and family experience with respect to 
the administration of pilgrimage caravans, as both he and his father 
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had worked in this line. As al-Djazari’s account has been published 

and extensively studied, a summary of its main points will be suf- 

ficient for our present purpose. 

Down to 1406-7, there was no fixed order in the Cairo caravan, 
which resulted in a good deal of confusion when crossing narrow 
defiles. An order of precedence was then instituted, which in al- 
Djazari’s opinion had become unavoidable due to the large number of 
pilgrims. It had the disadvantage, however, that the better-off among 
them, who were able to afford faster mounts, secured places in the 
front or middle of the caravan, leaving the poorer pilgrims in the 
caravan’s rear, the most vulnerable section. The caravan commander 
was in charge of assigning the pilgrims their places; he normally 
joined the caravan at ‘Adjrud, five stops away from Cairo and not far 
from Suez. Apparently the officials who planned the trip back in 
Cairo believed that the really difficult part of the desert journey only 
began at this spot. Al-Djazari describes the caravan as divided up into 
several subsections, which he calls katars. Their number varied with 
the size of the caravan; in a large one, there might be as many as 
nine.* 

At the very head of the caravan travelled the ‘desert pilots’, who 
were often Beduins and thoroughly familiar with the stretch of desert 
to be traversed. They were followed by water carriers and notables. 
Next came the cash supplies carried by the caravan, namely donations 
to the inhabitants of Mecca and Medina provided by the public 
foundations instituted by different Mamluk Sultans, along with 
subsidies to be paid to Beduins providing various services to the 
pilgrims (see Chapters 3 and 4). The cash was guarded by soldiers, 
and the caravan’s artillery travelled in the immediate vicinity. A troop 
of soldiers had special orders to march on that side of the caravan 
which faced not the Red Sea but the mountains, which on this route 
are often located close to the seashore. Since navigation on the Red 
Sea with its many coral reefs was highly dangerous, an attack from 
that direction was much less likely. The next section of the caravan 
consisted of another treasury, which belonged to the Mamluk Sultans 
and presumably was meant for the ordinary expenditures of the 
caravan. Sharpshooters armed with bows and arrows as well as 
torchbearers were responsible for the security of this section of the 
caravan. Merchants carrying valuable goods usually travelled close to 
the treasuries, while ordinary pilgrims made up the rear. 

Among the numerous officials accompanying the Cairo caravan, the 
commander’s secretary occupied a key position.’ He had to be 
consulted whenever important decisions were taken, and he was 
responsible for the payment of subsidies to the Beduins who travelled 
with the caravan and thus ensured its safety. A kadi settled disputes 
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among the pilgrims. Al-Djazari liked to praise past times in contrast 
to a present which he regarded as much less brilliant; he claimed that 
the office of caravan kadi had lost much of its previous lustre and now 
was almost always filled by Turks. Quite possibly his opinion is 
coloured by his own disappointment with his career. After all, he was 
the descendant of a family well-established both in Cairo and 
Medina, yet had to content himself with a fairly modest position. The 
caravan kddi was accompanied by a number of subordinates. Pilgrims 
wishing to conclude contracts or make their wills needed men of 
irreproachable lifestyle to act as witnesses; moreover, these men had 
to be found readily if ever their testimony was needed. To ensure that 
they were available in such cases, al-Djazari’s father had begun to 
assign them stipends. 

In addition to his secretary the caravan commander employed a 
second scribe, and this office was filled by al-Djazari’s father and later 
by the author himself. Al-Djazari thought that the scribes had a most 
important role to play, since the Mamluks — in contrast to later Otto- 
man practice — never allowed an amir to act as caravan commander 
more than once; therefore his scribes were responsible for ensuring 
continuity. Other officials were in charge of supervising the camels 
and horses as well as the official stores of food, fodder and water. The 
pilgrimage caravan of the late Mamluk and early Ottoman periods 
thus should not be envisaged as a simple crowd of pilgrims and 
soldiers. It appears more reasonable to regard it as a well-organized 
enterprise, in some ways comparable to an army on the march, with 
its commander as a temporary ruler holding court, and accompanied 
by his treasuries, scribes, subordinate officers, soldiers and Beduin 


auxiliaries. 


THE ORGANIZATION OF THE DAMASCENE CARAVAN 


For the Syrian caravan we do not possess an account even remotely 
comparable to the work of al-Djazari. However, a mass of official 
documents have survived, including a large number of sultanic 
rescripts from the second half of the sixteenth century, and a 
significant number of account books covering the years 1600 to 1683. 
The Damascus caravan resembled its Cairo counterpart in possessing 
a well-defined structure, which did not change much in the course of 
the period under investigation. Presumably the Ottomans also 
followed Mamluk models quite closely in this case. 

Syrian provincial budgets of the seventeenth century routinely 
contain figures concerning - expenditures on behalf of the officials 
forming part of the caravan.° A number of officials travelling with the 
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pilgrimage were assigned camels for their journeys. The numbers of 
mounts varied according to the rank of the official involved. We thus 
gain an idea of the caravan hierarchy. As an example, we may study 
the records of 1636-7: the commander was granted the use of eight 
camels, while his substitute, the ketkhiida had two at his disposal.’ It 
was the latter’s job to distribute the pilgrims among the different 
subsections of the caravan; if the Damascus caravan resembled its 
Egyptian counterpart, this task was not always an easy one. In addition 
there was an amir in charge of stopping points, also assigned two 
camels; this official probably coordinated the movements of the 
different subsections of the caravan whenever the latter settled down 
to rest or began a new stretch of the journey. This, too, was probably 
a difficult job: at the end of a long day, many people — all thirsty, tired 
and nervous, and for the most part armed — competed for scanty 
water supplies, and the amir had to ensure that disputes did not 
degenerate into violence. The Master of the Stables (mirakhor) was in 
charge of the horses and camels of soldiers and officials; he also 
helped the ketkhiida of the commander to keep the caravan in order. 
There was also an emin in charge of finances; he had a scribe at his 
disposal, and thereby ranked lower than his colleague in charge of 
supplies, who was aided by two scribes. But possibly the difference in 
this case was not a matter of rank, but simply reflected the fact that 
supplies were more cumbersome to handle than cash. The Damascus 
caravan also possessed a kadi and a supervisor (ndzsr). The latter’s 
duties remain unspecified; however, the supervisor was a high- 
ranking official with two camels at his disposal, and thereby 
comparable to the kadi. He also required the services of a scribe 
There was also a supervisor in charge of ‘the poor’. It was probably 
the supervisor's job to administer the alms to be distributed among 
poor pilgrims on the Sultan’s behalf; but this official, along with 
prayer leaders and muezzins, only possessed a comparatively modest 
status. All these men were assigned a single camel per person. The 
same applied to the official who confiscated heirless estates for the 
Sultan’s treasury, and also to musicians, messengers and other service 
personnel. 

Seventeenth-century accounts permit us to identify yet other 
officials. The Damascene caravan was accompanied by several pour- 
suivants, who as a group were granted five camels, an official who 
administered the gifts of the Sultan to the population of Mecca and 
Medina and a police officer (stibash1). When the caravan was about to 
leave Istanbul, the official dealing with largesse to the Hejaz was 
received by the ruler in a private audience. But in the older account 
books his office does not even occur, possibly because his expenses 

were paid from Istanbul directly and therefore did not concern the 
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finance department of Damascus. While most officials accompanying 
the caravan were chosen from among the notables of Syria, the 


official in charge of imperial largesse directly represented the 
Ottoman Sultan. 


CEREMONIES ACCOMPANYING DEPARTURES 
AND RETURNS 


In the Ottoman Empire, festivities connected with the pilgrimage 
served to emphasize the position of the ruler, his capacity to win 
victories and the continuing florescence of the dynasty in a form easily 
accessible to the subject population. These festivities were for the 
most part public, and thus comparable to the joyeuses entrées and other 
ceremonies of medieval and early Renaissance Europe.* From the 
sixteenth century onward, however, European festivities increasingly 
retreated into a non-public space, accessible to the ruler and his 
courtiers or to the patriciate of a city, while the public celebrations 
lost much of their previous lustre. A comparable development was 
less obvious in the Ottoman context, where public festivities remained 
important; and among the occasions celebrated on the streets of 
Istanbul, Damascus and particularly Cairo, the departure and return 
of the pilgrimage caravans constituted one of the most brilliant events. 
These festivities have been recorded extensively by the Ottoman 
traveller Ewliya Celebi, who lived in Cairo for about a decade and 
therefore had the opportunity to observe them in minute detail. His 
testimony gains in significance because he was a product of the 
Ottoman Palace school and therefore intimately acquainted with 
imperial ceremonial. This latter qualification does not apply to 
European visitors, who have also left accounts of these festivities 
Ewliya’s description, therefore, has been employed as the basis of ou 


study. 

The high point of the departure ceremony came when the caray: 
commander appeared on the square of Kara Meydan, which was 
normally used for military exercises and parades.” He was accompa- 
nied by a numerous suite of soldiers and officers, while the band 
played, and janissaries and other soldiers saluted their commander. 
The caravan commander then visited the governor of Egypt in his 
tent, which must have been put up in this place for the occasion. Now 
artillery was brought to the square, presumably the cannons which the 
commander was to take along with him on his desert journey. The 
flag of the Prophet, a major relic, was paraded about the grounds 
along with the palanquin symbolizing the Sultan’s presence, which 
was to accompany the caravan to Mecca; the palanquin was carried by 
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a camel. At the formal audience, with all the notables of Cairo 
present, the Pasha asked the caravan commander whether he had 
received the money he was going to need — subsidies for the Beduin 
shaykhs along the desert route and for the Sherif of Mecca, donations 
to people living in the Holy Cities, and ready cash for all the other 
needs of the caravan. The caravan commander formally acknow- 
ledged that everything had been handed over, ‘down to the last grain 
and the last cloak’, certain gifts taking the shape of clothing. The 
Pasha instructed a judge to record the matter in his register and then, 
with a ritual invocation of God, rose from his seat and walked up to 
the camel carrying the palanquin. After rubbing his face and hands 
against this symbol of the Sultan’s presence, he once again invoked 
God and took the camel’s silver chain to lead the animal around the 
Kara Meydan. Ewliya states that by this gesture he proclaimed 
himself the Prophet’s camel driver, or humble servant, and the author 
states that the audience was much moved when watching this gesture 
of humility. In the meantime, the soldiers in a loud voice invoked the 
intercession of the Prophet. Then the Pasha turned to the caravan 
commander, affirming that the Ottoman Sultan controlled Mecca and 
Medina, acting as servitor of the two Holy Places. He, as the Pasha, 
was at once the Sultan’s representative and the ruler’s slave. Acting in 
his official capacity, with the force and impressiveness required by his 
office, the Pasha now handed over the palanquin to the caravan 
commander and commended the pilgrims to the protection of God, 
wishing them a victorious and safe return. The Pasha then returned 
to his seat in the tent, and now it was the turn of the caravan 
commander to parade the palanquin. After that, the caravan set out 
on its way. 

As to the ceremonies accompanying the return of the pilgrimage 
caravan, Ewliya describes them so to say as a participant observer, as 
he presumably entered Cairo as a member of the suite of the caravan 
commander. After completing the pilgrimage in 1672, Ewliya did not 
return to Damascus where he had spent time before, but took the 
opportunity of travelling to Cairo, where he seems to have resided for 
most of the remaining years of his life." When the caravan had 
reached Birkat al-Hadjdj the last stop before Cairo, the commander 
stayed in this locality overnight, and gave a feast for the notables and 
officers of Cairo. The soldiers fired their muskets and cannons, and 
at the end there were fireworks which Ewliya greatly admired. The 
next morning’s principal event was the ceremonial entry into the city. 
The notables of Cairo and the palanquin preceded the commander, 

who stopped at the tents of various officers to salute them. At the 
entrance to the city, by the gate of Bab Nasir, the governor’s soldiers 
awaited the returning pilgrims. Leaving his suite behind, the Pasha 
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galloped ahead to meet the arriving palanquin. He then dismounted, 

and for forty or fifty steps ran beside the camel carrying the symbol of 

the sultanic presence. Invoking the prayers of the Prophet, the 

governor kissed the palanquin’s covering. The caravan commander 

now welcomed his illustrious visitor with military music, and dis- 

mounted to rub his face against the foot of the Pasha, who thereupon 

honoured the new arrival with a gown of honour lined with sable. In 
response, the caravan commander kissed the ground, then entered 
the city by the gate of Bab Nasir. He spent the night as a visitor to the 
mosque of Djanbulat, while the governor remained in ‘Adiliya. At this 
time, the people of Cairo came to the mosque to pay their respects to 
the palanquin. At night religious scholars, pious people and derwish 
shaykhs assembled in the mosque and recited prayers in honour of 
the Prophet. 

We observe certain obvious parallels between the two ceremonies; 
in both instances, the two principal actors were the caravan 
commander and the Pasha of Egypt. The initial ceremony of handing 
over the money to be spent on the pilgrimage had its parallel in an 
equally official encounter at the end, in which the caravan com- 
mander gave an account of how he had spent the money entrusted to 
him. These two ceremonies emphasized the delegation of power and 
responsibility from the Pasha to the caravan commander. But at the 
same time the ultimate sources of power and responsibility were made 
vividly apparent. When the Pasha led about the camel with the sacred 
palanquin, he declared that he was the Prophet’s camel driver, and 
thereby established a close, albeit subordinate relationship to the 
founder of the Muslim religion. Since Ewliya’s contemporaries 
believed that the palanquin, a symbol of the sovereignty of Islamic 
rulers, was directly connected to the practice of the Prophet, the 
religious aura of this ceremony was reinforced.'' According to Ewliya, 
the palanquin originally had contained the most indispensable 
personal belongings of the Prophet, namely his gown, a toothbrush 
manufactured from the twig of a tree, wooden clogs and a ewer for 
religious ablutions (since clay apparently was not available, the latter 
consisted of basketware made impermeable by a coat of pitch). The 
Prophet’s favourite spouse ‘Aysha also supposedly had travelled in 
this palanquin. When the Pasha played the role of the Prophet’s 
camel driver, literate contemporaries may have been reminded of 
another event, this time pertaining to Mamluk history. When Sultan 
Baybars (reigned 1260-71) wanted to perform this same gesture of 
humility and lead the camel around, a saint intervened and performed 
the office himself.'? Given all these motifs from Islamic sacred 
history, the Ottoman ruler and his governor were firmly linked to the 
religious sphere and legitimized by this connection. 
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On the other hand, a major misunderstanding had to be avoided: 
since the Sultan was far away in Istanbul and the Pasha represented 
him with the appropriate pomp and circumstance, the spectator might 
easily assume that the governor was the successor of the Mamluk 
Sultans, particularly since the caravan commander continually 
emphasized his subordination to the Pasha. Given the long tradition 
of Mamluk independence, that particular misunderstanding had to be 
avoided at all costs. This was achieved by the Pasha’s public 
proclamation that he derived his power from the Sultan. Not the 
governor of Egypt, but the Ottoman ruler was the servitor of the Holy 
Places. Moreover, the Pasha explicitly declared that he was the 
Sultan’s kul, his servitor, who owed his position entirely to the ruler’s 
pleasure and whose inheritance was to return to the latter’s treasury at 
his death. Such was the normal status of a high-level Ottoman 
official.'* Probably these very explicit declarations were meant to 
balance the impression generated by the ceremony, namely that the 
governor possessed an independent source of religious legitimation 
due to his role as protector of the pilgrimage. 

The ceremonies at the departure and return of the caravan also 


emphasized the ties of the pilgrims to their respective regions of 


origin, from which they were absent for months or sometimes even 
years, and to which some of them would never return. The 
ceremonies accompanying the departure of the caravan diluted the 
traumatic moments of departure and return by dividing them up into 
a sequence of events. For both those who departed and those who 
stayed behind, the separation thus was made more bearable. The 
caravan was not like a ship which at a given moment has left port and 
sailed out onto the high seas. After leaving Damascus, the Syrian 
caravan spent considerable time at the stopping place of Muzayrib, 
where pilgrims did their shopping in preparation of the journey In 
the Egyptian case, part of the ceremonies of departure and arrival 
took place at Birkat al-Hadjdj, the first stop after Cairo. Of course, 
there were practical reasons for this arrangement, which was popular 
in other Ottoman commercial centres as well.'* If the caravan did not 
travel very far on the first day, latecomers could join it at the last 
moment, while travellers could send for items which they had 
forgotten. On the other hand, during the last stages of the return 
journey, the pilgrims and their animals were exhausted, so that it was 
of vital importance that they should be met by supply caravans while 
still in the desert, and relatives and friends of the pilgrims often 
joined the merchants and officials making up these caravans. But 
beyond this utilitarian consideration, the ‘slicing up’ of departure and 
return also had a symbolic significance. 
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The travel routes between Cairo and Damascus on the one hand, and 
Mecca on the other, are well known from a variety of pilgrimage 
accounts, the handbook compiled by ‘Abd al-Kadir al-Djazari, and a 
few Ottoman official documents. Apart from al-Djazari’s account, all 
these sources pertain to the seventeenth century (compare map).'° 
Particularly interesting is a document from the year 1647, which 
permits us to view the pilgrimage roads in connection with the major 
courier routes traversing the eastern half of the Ottoman Empire.'” 
Anatolia was crossed by three important routes, which Ottoman 
sources describe as ‘right’, ‘left’ and ‘centre’. 

The right-hand route (the designation assumes a traveller turning 
his back to Istanbul) led from the capital to Aleppo and Damascus, 
crossing Anatolia from northwest to southeast.'® From Damascus to 
Mecca, the pilgrimage route and that used by official couriers were 
virtually identical, as the lack of water severely limited choices. As it 
was, couriers would often have had trouble procuring horses even on 
the pilgrimage route, for some of the stopping points, such as Tabik 
according to Ewliya Celebi, only consisted of an open space where 
water was to be found, and fodder was probably scarce.!? Even in 
some of the desert forts along the hajj route, garrisons were unable to 
maintain themselves, and it is hard to imagine how the officials 
responsible for the couriers’ mounts protected the animals from 
thieves. Probably special arrangements were made whenever an 
official messenger was sent outside the pilgrimage season. Moreover, 
the 1647 document does not tell us how a courier travelled between 
Cairo and Mecca, although such couriers needed to be sent with 
reasonable frequency. We do, however, possess evidence for a courier 
route leading from Damascus to Cairo by way of Ramla, Ghazzah and 
Bilbays, and also for a connection between Damascus and the 
ae centres of Jerusalem and Khalil al-Rahman (Hebron, al- 

~ courier route from Istanbul by way of Damascus to Mecca 
constituted one of the three major routes of the eastern Ottoman 
Empire.”° In the empire as a whole, the Istanbul—Mecca route was 
one of seven, for in the Rumelian part of the empire three major 
routes also radiated from Istanbul. One of them was the successor to 
the Via Egnatia of Roman times, linking the Ottoman capital to the 
Adriatic coast. The central route led to Hungary, which at this time 
was still an Ottoman province, while for an observer turning his back 
to the capital, the right-hand route led through Moldavia and 
Walachia into southern Poland. Moreover, due to the recently 
increased importance of Izmir as a trade centre frequented by 
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European merchants, a new courier route to this city had been 
instituted not long before. Unfortunately, we have no way of knowing 
whether the Istanbul—Damascus—Mecca road was more or less 
frequented than the other courier routes. But given the numerous 
sultanic rescripts to recipients in the Hejaz made out by the Ottoman 
chancery and recorded in the Registers of Important Affairs, this 
route, at least in peacetime, must have been among the most 
frequented courier routes. Apart from correspondence with the Sherif 
of Mecca, the central administration needed to maintain liaison with 
the emin of Jeddah, who directly represented the Ottoman Sultan in 
the region, aided by the kadis of the two Holy Cities and a host of 
lesser functionaries. Both kadis, as high Ottoman officials, maintained 
their own correspondence with the central administration. Since the 
affairs of the pilgrimage were considered so important by the 
Ottoman government, Mecca and Medina were supervised much 
more closely than would otherwise have been true of two remote 


towns separated from the core of the empire by vast stretches of 


desert. 


SERVICES TO PILGRIMS AND SOLDIERS 


In principle, every pilgrim was responsible for his or her own supplies 
Only pilgrims who had fallen on hard times were, at least to some 
extent, under the care of the staff of the caravan commander. But 
soldiers and officials who accompanied the caravan as part of their 
official duties had to be supplied with food and water out of public 
resources. A special bureau was in charge of this business, called 
“The Sultan’s Larder for the Noble Pilgrimage’. The servitors of this 
bureau made sure that water was carried along in skins whenever 
there was reason to assume that there would be a shortage at the next 
stopping point. From the 1636—7 accounts of the Damascus caravan 
we learn that a hundred camels had been set aside merely for this 
purpose.”! Presumably this was a year of drought, but even in normal 
years the Damascus caravan took along at least fifty camels to ensure 
an adequate water supply. 

The Egyptian caravan also often had trouble securing the water it 
required, even though occasionally pilgrims were assisted by foreign 
Muslim rulers. Thus in 1543-4 an Indian prince, Mahmid Shah, 
sent a quantity of ivory with the proviso that it be sold to finance the 
digging of wells for the Egyptian pilgrimage caravan. The project 
proved difficult to execute, however, and al-Djazari was not greatly 
impressed by the success of the enterprise.” This author also reports 
that, on one of his numerous trips to Mecca, he unsuccessfully tried 
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to persuade the caravan commander to hand over some of the water 
meant for soldiers and officials to the poor. But the caravan 
commander apparently was worried about the possibility that the 
soldiers might run out of water themselves. A thoroughly organized 
caravan with a well-oiled bureaucratic machine no doubt made life 
easier for ordinary pilgrims. At the same time, the privileges of high- 
level officials and the high operating costs of the bureaucratic 
apparatus often made it impossible to give poor pilgrims help when 
they most needed it. 

Food for the return journey was sometimes deposited in desert 
forts protecting the caravan’s stopping points. If these supplies were 
not in the meantime plundered by Beduins, this was a convenient 

Sometimes, however, more complicated transactions 
were needed. Thus Ewliya reports that, in 1672, supplies belonging to 
the Sultan’s Larder were entrusted in Muzayrib to Beduins who 
undertook to transport them to al-’Ula.2> Other Beduins, probably 
the allies of those encountered in Muzayrib, then returned the 
supplies to the caravan in the locality previously agreed upon. We do 
not know whether the grain was physically transported, or whether the 
Beduins of al-’Ula owned stocks from which they supplied the 
caravan. Given the fact that in a year of unseasonable rains Beduins 
would have had almost as much trouble getting the grain to al-’Ula as 
the caravan itself, the second possibility seems more likely. Because 
the caravan represented a formidable accumulation of military and 
political power by desert standards, such arrangements could be made 
without taking too great a risk. 

For charitable services to poor pilgrims, 60 camels were set aside in 
the Damascus caravan of the late sixteenth century.”* Twenty of them 
carried foodstuffs, particularly ship’s biscuits, while the remaining 
camels were intended to mount pilgrims in cases of emergency. 
Whenever the caravan stopped, a special tent was set up for the poor, 
who also received a warm meal out of the Sultan’s bounty. A rescript 
from the year 1576-7 shows that this kitchen did not always function 
in the manner intended: sometimes the meals were cooked so late 
that the poor had no chance to eat before the caravan set out again.*> 
At times the poor also received alms in cash, or were issued new 
trousers and shoes. We also hear of indigent pilgrims being buried in 
shrouds which had been donated by pious persons. Some of the 
foundations disbursing alms to poor pilgrims went back to Mamluk 
times. Thus in 1580-1 a charity established by the last major Mamluk 
Sultan Kansith al-Ghiiri (reigned 1501-17) was still operating. It 
regularly provided twelve loads of ship’s biscuits to the poor.?° 

However the administration in Istanbul needed to supervise these 
foundations constantly to make sure that they did, in fact, serve the 
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poor. As it was customary to allow various dignitaries (wadjib al- 
re‘ ayet) the use of officially financed mounts, abuse was especially easy 
with respect to camels. In 1579-80 the governor of Damascus was 
threatened by the central government that he would have to foot the 
bill out of his own pocket if he insisted on assigning camels to people 
not entitled to them.2” These admonitions, however, were only 
moderately successful. An account book of the Damascus caravan 
from the year 1647 shows that various influential people were 
permitted the use of no less than 349 camels. In the seventeenth 
century, however, this merely meant the payment of a subsidy, as the 
finances of the state no longer permitted major largesse; and the 
dignitaries thus honoured had to foot a good part of the bill 
themselves. But in the sixteenth century, the cost of renting camels 
for a sizable number of influential people had been paid by the 
Ottoman treasury. 


SUPPLYING CARAVANS ON THE RETURN TRIP 


More effective than the provisions in favour of poor pilgrims were the 
auxiliary caravans which, on a commercial basis, supplied the 
travellers with food, fodder and mounts. When this seemed necessary, 
the caravan commander demanded supplies for the return journey. 
Thus in 1567-8 the commander reported that food and camels would 
urgently be required in al-’ Ula, for all supplies would be exhausted by 
the time the caravan reached this settlement.** In such cases the 
governors of provinces along the pilgrimage route were solicited for 
help. Moreover, the place where pilgrimage and supply caravans were 
to meet was advanced further into the desert, and the treasurer of 
Damascus province was given the right to contract a loan in order to 
supply the caravan. In particularly urgent cases, he had the right to 
spend extra money on the caravan without first obtaining the consent 
of the chief treasurer.”” 

The provincial administrators in Egypt and Syria were obviously 
not in a position to check the references of those people who volun- 
teered to meet the pilgrimage caravan in al-'Ula or Kal’at al-'Azlam. 
As a result, legitimate traders and camel drivers were accompanied by 
a number of less welcome visitors. Ewliya Celebi claimed that the 
pilgrims, exhausted after their long trek, were often unable to guard 
their possessions against the thieves of Cairo, who ‘will steal one’s eye 
from under the eye makeup’.*° Apart from thieves there were also 
outright robbers, whom the disgusted traveller compares with the 
‘Black Scribe’ (Kara Yazidji) and Djanbuladoghlu, some of the major 


Caravan Routes 45 


robbers and rebels from the crisis years before and after 1600. Every 
now and then travellers were awakened by cries of “Don’t let him get 
away!’ and ‘Now he is gone!’*! The streets and markets of Cairo, on 
the other hand, must have been unusually quiet during these last 
weeks of the pilgrimage season. 


A PERMANENT SOURCE OF TROUBLE: THE ESTATES 
OF DECEASED PILGRIMS 


To the average Ottoman pilgrim, protecting life and property from 
thieves was difficult enough. Things got worse if a companion died on 
the road. Great courage, skill and finesse were needed to protect the 
estate of the deceased from the depredations of the official in charge 
of securing heirless property on behalf of the Ottoman fisc, and hand 
it over to the legal heirs. The general rule was that heirless property 
accrued to the fisc. But in the context of the pilgrimage caravans this 
often was taken to mean that property could be confiscated if none of 
the heirs was present in the caravan. Heirs who had stayed at home 
must have complained about these abuses, for the central adminis- 
ttration issued not a few rescripts to bring the situation under control. 
Pilgrims were explicitly permitted to choose an executor who could 
take charge of the estate.** If a pilgrim died without appointing an 
executor, in the Egyptian caravan the fisc took over. In the Syrian 
caravan a more liberal rule applied, and fellow villagers or townsmen 
of the deceased could also take charge of the estate.** Only if such 
people could not be located either, did the deceased’s property fall to 
the Ottoman fisc. 

Yet these rulings were not always applied in practice, as the officials 
dealing with heirless property had paid appreciable sums for their 
appointments, and therefore tried to maximize profits during their 
limited tenure. Temptations were numerous, as many pilgrims carried 
sizable quantities of money or goods to defray travel expenses. Some 
officials made a terrible reputation for themselves: ‘When a Muslim 
pilgrim dies, his tent companions are afraid of the fiscal official, the 
Scribe and the kadi. In order to avoid harm to property and honour, 
they do not wash the dead person and do not wrap him/her into a 
shroud, nor do they pray the prayers for the dead’, as prescribed by 
Islamic ritual.°* Instead, the body was furtively buried in the 
deceased’s tent. Repeated attempts to curb the misbehaviour of fiscal 
Officials met with only modest success, and these people probably 
were among the most detested members of the caravan. 
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THE NUMBER OF PILGRIMS 


Even though the Ottoman state of the sixteenth and seventeenth 
centuries possessed a well-organized financial bureaucracy and fre- 
quently counted its taxpayers, there was never any attempt to count 
the pilgrims to Mecca. So we are limited to a few more or less 
informed guesses. The detailed description of the Cairo pilgrimage 
caravan which we owe to al-Djazari claims that, in 1279, 40,000 
Egyptians and as many Syrians and Iraqis undertook the pilgrimage.”® 
A Christian pilgrim from the fourteenth century, Jacobo of Verona, 
encountered a single hajj caravan in the desert and estimated it at 
17,000 people. In an anonymous account from the year 1580, 
probably written by a Portuguese, we find the figure of 50,000 
participants for the Egyptian caravan alone.*° 

We also possess some late medieval figures concerning the number 
of camels in pilgrimage caravans. These appear more reliable, as 
camels are easier to count than people. A major Syrian or Egyptian 
caravan might be made up of more than 11,000 camels, but a small 
Iraqi caravan consisted of no more than four to five hundred. The 
Italian traveller Ludovico di Varthéma, who converted to Islam and 
visited the Holy Cities in 1503 as a Mamluk, reports that his caravan 
carried 16,000 camel loads of water. Ludovico di Varthéma travelled 
with the Damascus pilgrims; the Cairo caravan arrived in Mecca just 
before he did and, according to his estimate, it consisted of 64,000 
animals. The Portuguese anonymous author believes that the Cairo 
caravan in about 1580 was made up of at least 40,000 camels. 
Unfortunately, it is all but impossible to compute the number of 
human beings from the number of camels, for many of the wealthier 
pilgrims brought along several loads of supplies and trade goods. 

Very few eye witnesses of the prayer meeting at ‘Arafat have 
recorded numerical data. Ludovico di Varthéma states that, in 1503, 
wealthy people sacrificed a total of 30,000 sheep; however, quite a few 
of them offered more than one animal. Supposedly 30,000 poor 
people were assembled on this occasion, and they consumed the meat 
of the sacrificial animals. According to the anonymous Portuguese 
author, 200,000 people and 300,000 animals participated in a late 
sixteenth-century prayer meeting at ‘Arafat.5” The Spaniard ‘Ali Beg, 
who visited Mecca in 1807, mentions 80,000 men, 2000 women and a 
thousand children.** Seven years later, John Lewis Burckhardt 
estimated that about 70,000 people participated in the prayer meeting 
at ‘Arafat.*” This total includes not only the pilgrims who had come 
with the Cairo and Damascus caravans, but also Africans, Indians and 


' aoe a 


Caravan Routes 47 


Afghans who had travelled by a variety of land and sea routes. In 
addition, there were people from Medina present, while the Meccans 
themselves probably constituted the majority of all pilgrims. 

, these estimates are not based on counts and therefore 
should be treated with caution. 


FINANCIAL ADMINISTRATORS IN THE 
PILGRIMAGE CARAVAN 


In this section we will not deal with the resources, both official and 
private, which ultimately paid for the pilgrimage (see Chapter 4), but 
with the day-to-day business of the caravans’ financial administrators. 
The activities of these modest but indispensable personages are 
recorded in the accounts of the Damascus caravan, particularly the 
so-called daybooks (ruznamdje). A daybook from 1592-3 records, in 
the case of each expenditure, the function of the official who had 
ordered it. Usually no cash changed hands in the office of the 
caravan administration itself. The head of the ‘Sultan’s Larder for the 
Noble Pilgrimage’ or other officials gave the payees pieces of paper 
with their seals, which the latter then presented to the financial 
administration for payment. Some people who had delivered goods to 
the caravan brought along a document from the kadi attesting their 
claims. 

In procuring supplies for the Damascus caravan, the governor of 
the province played a central role. At times his chief doorkeeper 
deputized for him, but the more important payments were made in 
the governor’s presence. The Pasha also checked the accounts of the 
pilgrimage caravan if there was any suspicion of irregularities.*' In 
case such a suspicion was confirmed, the official responsible was 
Tequired to make good the damage; after the accounts had been 
settled, a note to that effect was included in the registers. 

Most caravan expenses had been met before the pilgrims left 
Damascus; but occasionally additional purchases became necessary 
€n route. Sometimes the caravan ran out of cash, and pilgrims and 
merchants were required to raise the money needed. This arrange- 
ment was familiar from merchant caravans, moncy being raised ad hoc 
when the caravan had to pay customs and tolls.*? In other instances 
Officials borrowed money from wealthy pilgrims and merchants who 
happened to be travelling with the pilgrimage caravan. Often these 
debts were only repaid after a long lapse of time, particularly when a 
member of the caravan administration had reason to think that his 
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expenditures might be questioned. In 1578-9 a former official of the 

Damascus caravan made sure that he went on campaign when the day 

of reckoning approached, and 5600 gold pieces had to be returned to 

a creditor of the caravan.” 

Many caravans owed considerable amounts of money. In 1656-7, 
debts amounted to 23,000 esedi ghurush (Dutch silver coins, a popular 
means of payment in the seventeenth-century Ottoman Empire). In 
this case, some of the creditors were tax collectors active in Tripoli 
(Syria) and Safed (Palestine).** Other creditors had something to do 
with the port town of Sayda (Sidon), but the document does not 
specify the nature of the relationship. Since many French traders 
visited Sayda, it is possible that the creditors in question were long- 
distance merchants dealing on the one hand with the Hejaz, and on 
the other with their European opposite numbers. Even the head of a 
craft guild was listed among the creditors of the caravan adminis- 
tration. 

There was a good deal of variation among the sums advanced by 
individual creditors. One of the tax collectors had lent 6066 esedi 
ghurush, and two of the presumed Sayda merchants 2000 each. But 
other creditors were owed only a few hundred ghurush each; probably, 
they had delivered goods for which they had not yet received 
payment. 


CAMELS AMD CAMEL ENTREPRENEURS 


Securing camels in the appropriate quantity and quality constituted 
one of the most difficult problems confronting the caravan adminis- 
tration. Soldiers and officials by themselves needed more than 600 
animals. In addition, a large number of spare camels had to be taken 
along, as losses on the long route to Mecca were quite high. This was 
merely the official part of the caravan, and thousands of camels were 
procured privately by pilgrims and merchants. 

In order to encourage Beduins to supply the caravan with camels, 
their elders were sometimes granted the right to exhibit the flag of the 
Sultan.*® These honours occasionally turned out to be counter- 
productive, as they intensified rivalries between different groups, and 
if the latter degenerated into fights, the supply of camels was 
adversely affected. To be less dependent on such eventualities, the 
Ottoman administration purchased its own camels and sometimes 
even sent them to the greener pastures of Anatolia to keep them in 
good condition.*? Moreover, Sultan Murad III’s Grand Vizier in 
1586-7 experimented with a new solution to the problem of camel 
supply.”* Ibrahim Pasha established a pious foundation in favour of 
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the Damascus pilgrimage caravan, and donated 600 camels to the new 
establishment. The animals were placed at the disposal of the caravan 
commander. The provincial treasury of Damascus was very much 

to the whole project, however, claiming that the money 
needed for the upkeep of the animals constituted a needless long- 
term commitment of resources. As a result, the foundation did not 
continue long in operation. 

This attitude of the Damascene finance administration may have 
had something to do with the fact that a number of established 
entrepreneurs in the city made a living by renting out camels. The 
document which recounts the sad fate of Ibrahim Pasha’s foundation 
is quite explicit in this respect: camel entrepreneurs (mukawwim), 
fearing for their profits, made sure that the foundation’s herd was 
soon dispersed. However, the mukawwims probably made most of 
their money from pilgrims and merchants, while the service of the 
Sultan was not a very profitable venture. In 1578-9 pilgrims paid 
between 50 and 55 gold pieces to get from Damascus to Mecca, while 
the Ottoman administration disbursed no more than 28 gold pieces 
for the same service.” In the seventeenth century, prices remained at 
about the same level; ordinary animals cost the Ottoman adminis- 
tration 26 gold pieces each, while the more expensive camels ridden 
by dignitaries rated 30 gold pieces per trip.*° Admittedly, the camel 
entrepreneurs may have received some money over and above the 
sums officially assigned to them. But private persons certainly were 
the more lucrative customers. 

In the sixteenth century the Ottoman administration several times 
tried to secure the services of camel entrepreneurs without any cash 
disbursement at al]. Instead the latter were offered military prebends 
(timar, Fad Yamet) of the kind which supported Ottoman cavalry 
troops.”' This novelty did not work out very well; in 1578-9 the 
governor and finance director of Damascus were asked to determine 
whether the Ottoman treasury could expect to save money by giving 
out such grants, or whether entrepreneurs would continue to demand 

cash from the Ottoman administration even after receiving timars and 
ze'dmets. Apparently the whole business was given up soon after, for 
in seventeenth-century accounts we find no further trace of it. 
Before the Damascus hajj caravan left the fair of Muzayrib, located 
a few days’ travel to the south of the city, camel entrepreneurs 
working for the state received an advance payment in cash. Further 
advances were often made in the course of the journey, and if the 
entrepreneurs were not able to obtain money from the caravan 
authorities, they took a leaf out of the caravan commander’s book and 
put pressure on merchants accompanying the caravan in order to ob- 
tain a loan.* Accounts were settled upon return to Damascus. Other 
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entreprencurs managed to secure payment before even leaving for 
Mecca, but that in no way prevented them from demanding loans 
from the caravan treasury.”? Even though this procedure was illegal, 
many camel entrepreneurs managed to obtain about the same amount 
in loans and advances as they had received as regular payments. A 
popular pretext was the need to purchase grain and other foodstuffs, 
even though assignments from the ‘Sultan’s Larder for the Noble 
Pilgrimage’ had already been obtained. 

Not all entrepreneurs managed to make a profit, however, as risks 
were considerable even in ‘good’ years. A camel entreprencur 
returning to Damascus might discover that he owed the adminis- 
tration money, because the amount received as advances surpassed 
the total price the authorities were willing to pay.°* Some entrepre- 
neurs devised quite remarkable strategies when they found them- 
selves in this plight. One man, who died deeply in debt, was found to 
have sold his possessions or turned them into a pious foundation; he 
must haye hoped to ayoid confiscation in that way. The case was 
submitted to the Council of State (diwan-i humayun), which decided 
that a person with debts to the Treasury had no right to constitute a 
pious foundation. Sale and foundation deeds were therefore declared 
invalid.°> Other bankrupt entrepreneurs fled to remote provinces, 
such as Egypt or the Yemen. 

One of the risks that camel entrepreneurs had to bear was the high 
mortality of their beasts, for presumably they had to provide 
substitutes whenever one of their customers lost his mount. At least, 
this was the rule in late nineteenth- and early twentieth-century 
Damascus, and although sixteenth-century documents say nothing 
explicit on this point, indirect evidence makes it seem likely that this 
rule existed in earlier times as well.°° Camel entrepreneurs often 
complained of soldiers and officials mistreating the mounts entrusted 
to their care by overloading them with trade goods.*’ When the 
animals then collapsed, the entrepreneurs were asked to foot the bill. 
These complaints induced the Ottoman administration to issue a 
rescript setting maxima for camel loads. But rules of this kind were 
often broken, and the problem remained. 

Certain entrepreneurs invested large sums of money in the camel 
business, while others were discouraged by the high risks and 
provided camels as a sideline only. In_ 1591-2 some of the larger 
entrepreneurs supplied 100-120 beasts.°® We have little information 
about camel prices, but in 1578-9 an animal could be bought for 60- 
70 Ottoman gold pieces.°? Between 1578-9 and 1591-2 the Ottoman 
gold coin remained stable; thus a large entrepreneur of the late 
sixteenth century invested between 6000 and 8500 gold pieces. But 
sums of this magnitude were the exception rather than the rule; in the 


Caravan Routes 51 


account books we find payments to quite a few entrepreneurs who 
had provided no more than a few dozen animals. 


INVOLUNTARY SERVICES 


In some instances camel entrepreneurs did not willingly furnish their 
animals to Ottoman dignitaries on official business, but were forced to 
do so. In 1591-2 some Damascus notables managed to avoid this 
unwelcome responsibility by bribmg the caravan commander, and that 
year there were not enough entrepreneurs with the requisite capital. 
The following year a Damascene named Hekimoghlu Ahmed, whom 
rumour granted a fortune of five million akc (or 41,667 gold pieces 
according to the official exchange rate), was ordered to furnish the 
caravan with one hundred camels. If the rumour was correct, 

i was meant to invest about 15 per cent of his fortune. 
Whether he did so or not is impossible to determine, however, and 
documents from the seventeenth century make no further mention of 

rendering forced services to the pilgrimage. 

Even though this case seems to have been exceptional in the history 
of the Damascus caravan, it conformed to late sixteenth-century 
Ottoman administrative practice as documented for Anatolia and 
Rumelia.*' To provide meat for the inhabitants of Istanbul, and 
particularly the court and janissaries, wealthy inhabitants of the 
Balkans were obliged to furnish a set number of sheep at officially 
determined prices. Some of the people involved (djeleb) possessed 
large flocks. But others drastically had to change their patterns of 
investment so as to comply with official demands. 

If Ewliya Celebi’s evaluation is at all realistic, some of the deleb 
managed to make a profit out of their involuntary investment.®~ But 
sixteenth- and seventeenth-century archival materials show that many 
djeleb attempted to avoid service, so that new people constantly 
needed to be recruited; apparently, most djeleb worked at a loss. Even 
less popular was service as a butcher in Istanbul, at least during the 
second half of the sixteenth century, when wealthy provincials who 
had made themselves unpopular by usury were often drafted to 
perform this service. For political reasons, Istanbul meat prices 
during this period were set at so low a level that they did not cover 
costs, and many butchers sustained heavy losses or even went 
bankrupt. In the long run, however, the Ottoman government did not 
continue this policy, probably because it became more and more 
difficult to find people with the requisite fortunes who were not in the 
employ of the Sultan and thereby exempt from services of this kind. 
In the seventeenth century, Istanbul meat prices were allowed to find 
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a level that permitted butchers to live off their trade. Only the forced 
deliveries of sheep continued. 

In the case of Hekimoghlu, there is no evidence that the camel hire 
to which he was entitled was fixed at a punitively low level. In fact 
there is no evidence at all that the Ottoman administration interfered 
in the formation of camel prices. However, such an interference 
probably did occur: between the sixteenth and eighteenth centuries, 
officially administered prices were very much part of Ottoman 
economic life.°* Even in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, 
the governor of Damascus and the Sherif of Mecca promulgated the 
prices camel entrepreneurs could charge for the outgoing and return 
trips respectively.°* Admittedly entrepreneurs could try to charge 
higher prices under a variety of pretexts. But these men did not 
possess a monopoly, as at least the wealthier pilgrims could and did 
buy their own camels. Camel suppliers could not pass on all their 
losses to the pilgrims, therefore, and bankruptcies were not a rare 
occurrence. 


CONTINUITY AND LONG-TERM CHANGE 


If we compare the information provided by ‘Abd al-Kadir al-Djazari 
concerning the late Mamluk and early Ottoman pilgrimage caravans 
with the data provided by late sixteenth- and early seventeenth- 
century archival material, elements of continuity strike the eye. What- 
ever change occurred from Mamluk to Ottoman times happened 
gradually, and the Ottoman administration’s approach was strictly 
pragmatic. In the late sixteenth century, the Registers of Important 
Affairs every year contained rescripts concerned with concrete 
complaints. We learn of a caravan commander who refused to stop 
the caravan at prayer time, so that pilgrims neglected their daily 
worship for fear of being left behind. Other pilgrims were given to 
the enjoyment of fireworks, which disturbed the pious concentration 
of their more restrained brethren. After their return to Damascus, 
Istanbul or Cairo, or even while still travelling, pilgrims probably 
made an official record of their complaints and deposited it with the 
relevant kadi or in the offices of the provincial governor. Moreover, 
secretaries of the caravan commander, who like al-Djazari were 
concerned with the affairs of the pilgrimage on a full-time basis, 
probably collected, organized and passed on these complaints to 
Istanbul. Admittedly we have no proof that this is what occurred. But 
if this assumption were totally false, the authorities in Istanbul could 
not have been as well-informed as our records show them to have 


been. The experience accumulated in Istanbul constituted the base of 
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new regulations and, in the long run, modified previous practice. But 
this was by no means a universal rule. As we have seen, the attempt to 
force rich men to furnish the caravan with camels ended in failure, 
and it would be a mistake to believe that every Sultan’s command was 
automatically obeyed. 

Other changes were caused more by the general political situation 
than by the specific needs of the caravan. In the eighteenth century, 
the Pasha of Damascus was normally appointed commander of the 
pilgrimage, while in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries he had 
intervened only in urgent matters and otherwise limited himself to a 
supervisory role. This change was due to a different distribution of 
power in the province. Before the fall of the Druze amir Fakhr al-Din 
Ma’an in 1635, a number of families with power bases in rural Syria 
had played a significant role in provincial politics, and were integrated 
into the Ottoman system by receiving the honour of commanding the 
pilgrimage caravan. But when these families were marginalized in the 
later seventeenth century, a caravan commander chosen from among 
their midst did not benefit either the Ottoman central government or 
the pilgrims themselves. On the other hand, the early eighteenth 
century was a period of political reform, when the Ottoman 
administration tried to reassert control over the pilgrimage route, 
which had slipped away during the Habsburg—Ottoman war of 1683- 
99. Thus it must have seemed expedient to grant a single figure 
Sweeping powers, and this happened to be the governor of Damascus. 
As a result, we should imagine the pilgrims moying through a political 
terrain where they had no control over the main actors, even though 
in day-to-day matters at least the wealthiest and best-connected 
among the pilgrims were not unable to influence events to their own 
adyantage. This situation will become even clearer when we analyse 
the institutions concerned with the military protection of the 
pilgrimage caravan. 


3 


Caravan Security 


It was one of the obligations of the Sultan as ‘Servant of the Holy 
Places’ to protect the pilgrims during their long journey through the 
Syrian and Arabian deserts. This was not an easy task, as the deserts 
were controlled by the Ottoman Sultan only to a limited extent. The 
Yemenis travelled through a vast region where even nominal control 
by the Padishah in Istanbul ended in the 1630s. Moreover, the 
pilgrims who arrived from Basra in a special caravan needed to 
traverse a desert over which Ottoman control was all but non-existent, 
even though Basra itself formed part of the Ottoman Empire. It was 
not possible to secure the safety of the pilgrims by stationing major 
bodies of troops in the area. Quite apart from the expenses involved, 
large garrisons would have used up much of the water urgently 
needed by the pilgrims and the Beduins who constituted the 
permanent inhabitants of the desert region. 

The pilgrimage caravan was accompanied by a detachment of janis- 
saries and, in the case of the Syrian caravan, by cavalrymen in receipt 
of a military tax assignment (timar). Only in case of disturbances in 
the desert or the Holy Cities was this detachment increased to a more 
impressive size. For the most part, the safety of the pilgrimage 
caravan was assured by official subsidies to the Beduins living along 
the hajj route (siirre). In Ottoman government circles, these payments 
were interpreted as a counterpart to the food and water which the 
Beduins delivered to the caravan. But when the payments in question 
were not made on time or did not satisfy the recipients in terms of 
quantity or quality, the Beduins felt justified in attacking the pilgrims 
and thus securing their subsidies manu militari. Therefore the siirre 
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should be regarded not as a mere payment for services rendered, but 
as a means of protecting the caravan from Beduin attack. 


BEDUIN SUBSIDIES 


For the late sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries we possess 
accounts of the Syrian and Egyptian provincial finance adminis- 
trations, which record official expenses related to the caravan (see 
Chapter 2). In the secondary literature it has become customary to 
call these accounts ‘budgets’ even though they record past expenses, 
and do not constitute a guide for future behaviour as is true of regular 
budgets.’ Some of these provincial accounts have even been 
published. But they were intended to serve strictly practical purposes 
and in no way to stand as scientific statistics. Therefore the headings 
under which expenditures were recorded differ from one account to 
the next without formal redefinition of the relevant categories. 
Officials of the time knew exactly what they were documenting, but 
very often we do not, and therefore accounts a few years or decades 
apart are often difficult to compare. Minor differences between years, 
therefore, should not be made to carry the weight of too much 
interpretation. But, even so, the provincial accounts are of great 
significance because they allow us to establish an order of magnitude 
with respect to the expenses of the pilgrimage caravan’s official 
section. 

A further difficulty stems from the fact that Ottoman accounts of 
the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries use a variety of coins, which 
exchanged at different rates in different parts of the country. Only for 
some of the major cities do we possess lists of the relevant exchange 
rates, and even these lists are often incomplete.* Extrapolations are 
therefore unavoidable, which increases the possibility of mistakes. But 
similar problems are quite familiar to the historian of the European 
Middle Ages or the Early Modern period. We thus have no 
alternative but to use the accounts with a degree of scepticism and to 
assume that even dubious statistics are better than none at all. 

The Egyptian budget of 1596-7 contains the names of individuals 
and tribal units receiving subsidies.? Presumably the individuals 
recorded did not receive grants for their own exclusive use, but also 
represented groups of Beduins. Sometimes the provincial accounts 
inform us of the stretch of road for which the recipients were 
responsible. In Table 1 we have attempted to separate subsidies in the 
narrow sense of the word from the recompense for goods and services 
furnished. Payments for the provision of camels have been eliminated 
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Table 1 Payments to Beduins from Egyptian Provincial Budgets, to Facilitate 
Hajj Travel 


Payment in Payment in gold 


Year Recipients para (sikke-i hasene) 
1005-6/ Beduins, 211,451 5286 
1596-7! unspecified? 
1009/ Beduins, 206,170 5154 
1600 unspecified 
1010-11/ Beduins, 208,455 5211 
1601-2 unspecified (only 

payments not in 

compensation 

for specific 

services) 
1020/ Beduins, 222,945 5574 
1611-12 unspecified 
1023-4, as in 1020, 222,945 5574 
1614-15 1611-12 


1 Shaw (1968), p. 158 ff. 

2 The Bani Husayn, descendants of the Prophet, were for the most part townsmen 
and not desert dwellers. But the accounts do not always permit us to distinguish 
subsidies to the Band Husayn, so they have been included in the total 


whenever recognizable as such. But often a tidy separation was 
impossible, because the accounts contain nothing but global figures. 
As far as Ottoman treasury officials were concerned, the difference 
between payment for services rendered and subsidies was quite 
irrelevant. In both cases, the ultimate aim was identical, namely to 
provide for the safe transit of the pilgrimage caravan. In the 
relationship of Ottoman administrators and pilgrims on the one hand, 
and Beduins on the other, political and economic factors were so 
closely intertwined as to be inextricable. The Ottoman administration 
obliged the Beduins to provide goods and services, but payments were 
especially generous so as to cement political loyalties. 

Between 1596-7 and 1614-15, 5100-5800 Ottoman gold coins 
were assigned every year from Egyptian provincial revenues as sirre 
payments to Beduins. Oscillations are moderate and must have had 
local reasons which we cannot now determine. In the Syrian case, 
changes from year to year are much more dramatic (see Table 2) 
Payments to tribes whose names appear in the table, such as the 
‘Anaza or Wahidat probably constituted only a share of total subsidy 
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Table 2 Payments to Beduins from Syrian Provincial Budgets, to Facilitate 


Hajj Travel 
See ooo 
Payment in Payment 


Payment £01 in esedi 
Year Recipients in para (sikke-i hasene) ghurush 
1005/ Rashid, 101,280 2532 
1596-7 Nu'aym, 
Salama 
(Beduins) 
1018/ Beduins, 9057 
1609-10 unspecified 
1019/ Beduins, 9268 
1610-11 unspecified 
1020/ Beduins, 11,678 
1611-12 unspecified 
1085/ Beduins: 4271 9076 
1674-5 Bani Sakhr,' 
Urbin-i- 
Karak, 
*Anaza, 
Wahidat, 
al-'Umr 
Payment 2220 4718 
to Salama, for transportation 
Total (1674-5) 6491? 13,794 


1 On the Band Sakhr, see Hiitteroth and Abdulfattah (1977), p. 169 f. Evliya Celibi 
(1896-1938), vol. 9, p. 571, gives a list of Beduin groups in receipt of subsidies in the 
late seventeenth century. On the ‘Anaza, sce Rafeq (1970), passim. 

2 This is no longer the stkke-i hasene, but a later and less valuable gold coin known as 
sherifi. Since our data are insufficient, conversion is approximate. 


payments, albeit an important one. For although the Rashid, Nu’aym 
and Salama were influential tribes frequently mentioned in the 
context of the pilgrimage, the provincial accounts do not mention 
them as siirre recipients. It is probable, however, that the increase in 
siirre payments by the beginning of the seventeenth century (see Table 
2) is more than a mere optical illusion due to the dubious character of 
the older data. For during those years the Kurdish Pasha Djanbula- 
doghlu ‘Ali and the Druze prince Fakhr al-Din ‘Ali II were both 
trying to seize power in the Syrian provinces.° As a result of the 
ensuing unrest, the Beduins living along the hajj route were able to 
demand higher siirre payments than was customary. The Ottoman 
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administration having entrusted the Beduin notable Ahmad b. 
Turabay with the task of breaking Fakhr al-Din’s resistance, many 
tribal units were induced to abandon their normal routes of migration, 
and needed to be compensated by increased subsidies.® Nor were the 
1670s a particularly calm period; but if the accounts of 1674-5 reflect 
reality to some extent, disturbances were less dramatic and siirre 
increases accordingly less marked than at the beginning of the 
century. 

For 1681-3 we possess a further group of Syrian provincial 
accounts, which unfortunately contain only lump sums for all 
expenses connected with the Damascus pilgrimage caravan, so that 
the height of Beduin subsidies cannot be determined.’ But in spite of 
all these gaps in our information we can conclude that payments from 
Syrian revenue sources were usually higher than those derived from 
Egypt. 

Given the much more limited Syrian revenues, subsidies to the 
Beduins supplying and protecting the hajj caravan constituted a major 
item in the provincial ‘budget’. At the beginning of the seventeenth 
century, the Ottoman administration paid out between 15,000 and 
17,000 gold pieces to the Beduins residing in the vicinity of the 
caravan route; a sizable share, however, was handed over in the shape 
of silver coins. Thus the Beduins were able to purchase certain goods 
in urban markets, such as arms and textiles, and thereby were 
integrated into the Ottoman economic structure. 


THE COMMANDER OF THE PILGRIMAGE CARAVAN 


In the long run, the political situation in the desert, but also in the 
cultivated regions of Egypt and Syria, determined the height of siirre 
payments. In the short run, however, the amount of money to be paid 
over was determined in annual negotiations.* On the Ottoman side, 
the negotiators were the commanders of the Syrian and Egyptian 
pilgrimage caravans, supported by the central administration in 
Istanbul. The Beduins were represented by their tribal leaders, often 
allied to the Sherifs of Mecca by ties which were more or less solid 
according to circumstances. Since Beduin leaders did not put down 
their impressions in writing, documentation concerning the negotia- 
tion process is one-sided. There are not even any neutral observers, 


for Ottoman writers not in an official position at the time of their 
pilgrimage, such as Ewliya Celebi or ‘Abd al-Rahman Hibri, were 
close enough to the bureaucracy to reflect the official point of view.” 
Ewliya and other authors have drawn heroic images of caravan 
commanders and military governors; but these accounts should be 
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taken as part of the self-image of the Ottoman bureaucracy and not 
necessarily as a faithful depiction of reality. 

Particularly the Egyptian records show us the caravan commander 
as responsible for the purchasing of supplies.'® In addition he was in 
charge of distributing subsidies to the Beduins and commander of the 
detachment accompanying the caravan. He decided how long the 
caravan was to remain at different resting places. In case of danger he 
could order a detour or withdrawal to a fortified town or camp. 
Finally it was his responsibility to bring the Sultan’s pious donations 
safely to Mecca and Medina. These basic responsibilities of the 
caravan commander had been determined in Mamluk times and did 
not change during the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries; this 
continuity becomes obvious when we study the sequence of appoint- 
ment documents contained in the Mithimme Defterleri. In 1591-2, 
when Ahmed Beg, governor of the sub-province of Gaza, was 
appointed commander of the pilgrimage, the importance of continuity 
was specifically invoked, and a major reason for the appointment was 
the fact that Ahmed Beg had successfully commanded pilgrimage 
caravans in the past.'! The appointment document particularly 
recognized his merits in procuring supplies for the caravan and having 
them transported to diverse stopping points. According to al-Djazari’s 
account of the caravan in late Mamluk times, similar administrative 
and political skills had been demanded of earlier caravan com- 
manders." 

In the appointment document concerning the provincial governor 
of Gaza, only one of the customary duties of the caravan commander 
is not mentioned, namely the safe delivery of the Sultan’s gifts to 
Mecca and Medina. In practical life, however, some caravan 
commanders considered this their principal responsibility. When 
Ewliya Celebi travelled to the Hejaz in 1671-2, the Syrian caravan 
was caught in a rainstorm only a few miles south of Damascus. Soon 
the desert was transformed into a sea of mud, in which the camels 
were unable to move.’? A delegation of pilgrims visited the caravan 
commander, who in that particular year happened to be the governor 
of Damascus, to discuss what should be done next. The governor 
received them most ungraciously, and declared that if need be he 
would abandon the pilgrims to their fate in the middle of the desert. 
His own responsibility, he declared, was limited to the safe transport 
of the Sultan’s gifts to Mecca and Medina, and of the state palanquin 
symbolizing the Sultan’s presence to ‘Arafat.'* Now this was an 
unusual situation, as the governor had been charged with a punitive 
expedition against the rebellious Sherif of Mecca. In this particular 
year, therefore, political and military considerations must have been 
more important than in normal years. But this incident demonstrates 
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that individual caravan commanders possessed, or thought they 
possessed, some leeway in determining the relative weight of their 
different responsibilities. 

In the first half of the sixteenth century, when Ottoman rule over 
Egypt was still being established, the authorities in Istanbul were 
careful not to appoint a Mamluk to the office of caravan commander. 
This fact is worth noting, as at the time local administration remained 
solidly in Mamluk hands; the central government was anxious to avoid 
anything that might endanger the regular collection of revenues.' 
But the caravan commander was not concerned with tax collection, 
and it was considered necessary to establish a balance between 
Mamluk and non-Mamluk officials. These conditions were of special 
significance as the governor of the pilgrimage caravan had reasonable 
expectations of being appointed governor of Egypt in the future. 

Beyond general considerations of this type, the factors which had a 
role to play in the appointment of a caravan commander are 
recognizable only from documentation pertaining to the second half 
of the sixteenth century. Candidates willing to subsidize the caravan 
out of their own fortunes apparently had an advantage over their 
competitors. Thus in 1560-1 Kara Shahin Mustafa Pasha, who as a 
governor of Yemen had been severely criticized for his avarice, 
declared himself willing to conduct the caravan with an official budget 
of only 14 ‘purses’ of akée.’° Possibly Mustafa Pasha was trying to 
counterbalance the impact of the complaints levied against him by a 
show of generosity, At the same time officials in Istanbul commented 
that the Pasha’s family lived in Cairo and that he was willing to pay in 
hard cash for the privilege of being reunited with them. All these 
special circumstances obviously did not apply to Mustafa Pasha’s 
successor. But the responsible authorities in the capital pretended to 
believe that future caravan commanders would also be willing to run 
the caravan on a budget of 14 ‘ purses’, even though before Mustafa 
Pasha’s tenure of office, 18 ‘purses’ had been the going rate.’’ The 
document we possess concerns the negotiations which preceded the 
appointment of Mustafa Pasha’s successor. The governor of Egypt 
pleaded that 16 ‘purses’ constituted the minimum sum on which the 
caravan could be conducted. If the sum offered lay below this limit, 
Ozdemiroghlu ‘Othman Pasha, known as a most successful military 
commander, would be unable to accept the appointment.'* This 
argument induced the authorities in Istanbul to increase their offer to 
16 ‘purses’, but the governor was emphatically informed that a higher 
offer was totally out of the question. Other considerations which 
might determine an appointment involved relations between the two 
caravan Commanders, at times a thorny issue. In the second half of 
the sixteenth century, disputes between soldiers of the Syrian and 
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Egyptian caravans occurred frequently, particularly when the two 
groups escorted the Sultan’s palanquin (mahmal). The subject of 
these disputes were mainly questions of precedence at ‘Arafat, and 
usually occurred at the time when the prayer meeting which 
constitutes the high point of the pilgrimage had been completed and 
the pilgrims hurriedly left the site."’ In Mamluk times, the Cairo 
mahmal had enjoyed precedence, but toward the end of the sixteenth 
century the Ottoman central administration decided that the two 
mahmals should leave ‘Arafat at the same time. This rule if anything 
exacerbated disputes. In 1570-1 the quarrel even degenerated into a 
brawl in which the Egyptian caravan commander was wounded in the 
head. 

Given this situation, the responsible officials in Istanbul attempted 
to defuse matters by appointing caravan commanders who were on 
good terms with their opposite numbers. In 1580-1 Kansih Beg, 
long-time commander of the Damascene pilgrimage caravan, had 
nothing but praise for his colleague ‘Ali Beg, former governor of 
Jerusalem, who had just brought the caravan safely back under very 
difficult conditions.° ‘Ali Beg therefore was reappointed commander 
of the Cairo caravan, and only his death shortly before the pilgrims 
were due to leave Egypt prevented him from actually filling the office. 

Occasionally the authorities in Istanbul appointed two men to 
command the Damascus pilgrimage in one and the same year. These 
appointments may reflect disputes between Syrian amirs, in which the 
central government preferred not to take sides. By appointing the 
representative first of one faction and then of the other, the central 
power probably intended to play off the two sides against one another 
and thereby retain control of the situation. In certain instances, 
however, such a policy severely inconvenienced the pilgrims, for they 
risked attack by the partisans of the man disappointed in his hopes for 
preferment and more than ready to prove his rival’s ineffectiveness. In 
other instances, Istanbul might appoint two candidates when the 
central administration’s officials did not feel well enough informed 
about the distribution of power in the Syrian desert to make a choice. 
In that case, the decision was left to the governor of Damascus, who 
was in a better position to judge the situation even though he 
generally held office for a short time only. Thus we possess a rescript 
from the Ottoman Sultan dated 1570-1, in which the governor of 
Damascus is asked to choose between the governor of Gaza, Ridwan 
Beg, and his own finance director, ‘Ali Beg.”! 

Somewhat more complicated was the case recorded in 1585-6, 
Once more a governor of Gaza had been appointed commander of 
the Syrian pilgrimage caravan, this office in the sixteenth century 
being much more important than the location of Gaza would seem 
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to warrant. Quite frequently, this particular governorship was a 
stepping stone to more important positions, for instance the pashalk 
of Yemen.?* Yet when the candidate realized he was competing 
against Kanstth Beg, an old but very powerful man and for most of his 
life governor of the fortress of ‘Adjlun on the edge of the Syrian 
desert, he withdrew his candidacy. It must be admitted that Kansih 
Beg’s candidacy was merely symbolic, as at the time he was in 
Istanbul, after having been called there to give an account of his 
manifold and, from the administration’s point of view, problematic 
activities. He thus had been appointed caravan commander as a mark 
of the Sultan’s favour after having cleared himself, and not as a 
i practical proposition.2* As a result the Damascus caravan was left 
i without any commander at all, a situation which much impeded travel 
preparations. The rescript we possess was meant to clarify this 
situation; the governor of Gaza was told that the appointment of his 
| competitor was a mere formality and that he was to make sure 
preparations were completed on time. In this case, the governor of 
Damascus was not asked for his opinion; the officials in Istanbul felt 
sufficiently in control to make the decision on their own 


FROM THE BIOGRAPHY OF A CARAVAN COMMANDER 


In order to understand why the governor of Gaza did not believe that 
he stood a realistic chance of becoming caravan commander in 
competition against Kansuh Beg of ‘Adjlun, we need to take a closer 
look at the latter’s biography.”> Kansih Beg came from an old family, 
but although throughout his life he maintained close connections to 
the Beduins, his own relatives were village dwellers. In sixteenth- and 
seventeenth-century Syria it was common enough for influential 
families to maintain rural seats which under propitious circumstances 
might be passed on for a few generations within the same family. The 
fortress of ‘Adjlun, which still stands today, was just such a family 
seat.”° Well known in the Crusader period and destroyed during the 
Mongol wars, it was rebuilt and entered the hands of Ibn Sa‘id’s 
family in the later Mamluk period. 

Kansth’s ancestor Ibn Sa‘id had even, at times when he was 
fighting it out with the Mamluk governor of Syria, used ‘Adjlun’s 
strategic location to deny passage to the pilgrimage caravans 
However, the family had trouble adapting to the changed situation 
{ after the Ottoman conquest of Syria, and one of Ibn Sa’id’s sons as 

well as one of his grandsons were executed. In later life Ibn Sa’id 
seems to have lost all his power, and the chroniclers do not even 
report how he met his end. The family survived this temporary fall 
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from favour, however, and in the second half of the sixteenth century 
we find its members again established in and around ‘Adjlun — it 
seems the family never lost its main seat, or at least managed to regain 
it in fairly short order. 

We do not know for certain whether Kansth Beg was a son, 
grandson or other relative of [bn Sa‘id’s. In a Socument dating from 
the year 1581 he is said to be eighty years old.”” Allowing for the fact 
that the Islamic year is a lunar year, Kansih would have been born 
about 1504-5, so that he may perfectly well be a son of Ibn Sa’id’s. 
But his political activity only began about 1551, so that either he must 
have been occupied with affairs of purely local importance during the 
first half of his life, or else he was born later than suggested by the 
aforementioned document. 

We know that Kansth Beg paid substantial sums to the Ottoman 
central administration to secure his various appointments, even 
though he never held office in agriculturally productive regions. 
When at one point he fell into disfavour and wished to reestablish 
himself and obtain an appointment, he offered the government a 
hundred thousand gold pieces.** This was certainly an unusual 
situation, and the offer does not sound like a realistic proposition. But 
even when, under much more ‘normal’ circumstances, he was 
appointed governor of ‘Adjlun and Karak-Shaubak, and commander 
of the pilgrimage caravan, Kansth Beg paid 5000 gold pieces directly 
to the Ottoman central administration; moreover, he promised to 
contribute 9000 gold pieces to the expenses of the caravan.”? Thus 
the sale of offices, familiar to the historian of early modern Europe, 
was practised in the Ottoman Empire as well. The reasons in both 
cases were no doubt similar; governments were permanently short of 
cash and a bureaucracy regularly paid and remunerated according to 
performance criteria would have been much too expensive. In both 
cases, the taxpayer was the ultimate loser, as tax farmers and 
governors changed frequently and thus did not show much interest in 
preserving the population’s ability to pay. In the regions close to the 
edge of the Syrian desert, the appointment of governors from locally 
prominent families somewhat mitigated these consequences, 3° In the 
sixteenth century, when the Ottomans were still in the process of 
consolidating their hold on the Syrian provinces, the appointment of 
governors with no local bases would have alienated a good many 
people and in most cases was therefore avoided. 

Kansth Beg’s power in Syria thus rested upon his positions as 
governor, tax farmer and commander of the pilgrimage, all of which 
he owed to the Ottoman government. At the same time, however, he 
maintained close relations with the Beduins. Kansth Beg belonged to 
the large faction of the Kizllu (Reds), which was opposed to the 
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faction of the Aklu or Akili (Whites).>! Some modern historians have presumed themselves in a safe place, and it was claimed that Kansth 
surmised that the two terms, Turkish in origin, hide two much more Beg was behind this attack. The result was a minor civil war, and 70 
ancient groupings, namely the Kays and Yaman of early Islamic to 80 villages in the vicinity of Kansth Beg’s fortress of ‘Adjlun were 
history. Be that as it may, the conflict had practical repercussions as burnt down. The old governor did not succeed in regaining control of 
far as the pilgrims were concerned. If Kansth Beg, as a Kuzillu, the fortress which had been in his family’s hands for so many years, 


commanded the caravan, the danger that pilgrims might be attacked and this effectively ended his political career. His successors 
at the stopping points under the control of the Aklu was not to be temporarily regained control of ‘Adjlun; but rivalries among the sons, 
denied. One of Kansth Beg’s opponents did, in fact, try to prevent and grandsons of Kansih Beg permitted the Druze prince 
the appointment by declaring that 35 stopping points were controlled Fakhr al-Din II to extend his control over the region previously 
by the Aklu, and only three by Kansitth Beg’s own group. Needless to dominated by Kansith’s family. After about 1624, the descendants of 
say, the petitioner, a certain Salama, belonged to the Aklu faction Ibn Sa‘id were not even locally prominent any more. 

himself. Ever cautious, the Ottoman administration appointed neither 

of the two competitors. But the same year, Kansiih Beg was made a 

governor of the province of Karak-Shawbak, located directly on the NEGOTIATIONS AND CONFLICTS 

pilgrimage road. The newly appointed official was enjoined to protect WITH THE BEDUINS 

the pilgrims, and, as an additional safeguard, the governor of 
Damascus was ordered to reconcile Kansih Beg and Salama 

Among the documents, quite considerable in number, which deal 

with Kansth Beg’s tenure of office, a text from the year 1570-1 is 
particularly remarkable.** It constitutes an abridged version of an 
account of Kansih’s political career, which the governor himself must 
have presented to the central administration. Kanstih Beg declared 


Negotiations to secure the safety of the pilgrims began in Damascus, 
shortly before the previous year’s caravan had returned to the city. It 
was important to appoint the caravan commander as soon as possible, 
for many arrangements with the Beduins were made by the com- 
mander as an individual and ceased to be binding if another person 
came to command the caravan. The designated caravan commander 
in addition conferred with respected inhabitants of Damascus, among 


that for a considerable time there had existed a state of enmity , 1 
between himself and the Nu‘aymoghullan, shaykhs of the Mafaridja whom the merchants accompanying every caravan certainly played an 
Beduins.** There may have been many reasons for this hostility, but important role. 


Further negotiation became necessary after the caravan had started 
on its way. In order to influence the behaviour of the Beduins the 
commander might manipulate the amount of siirre paid to particular 
groups. In extreme cases, when the commander was particularly 
dissatisfied, he might refuse payment altogether, but then an armed 
conflict became likely.*° Sometimes payments for services rendered to 
the caravan were changed at the last minute. At other times the 
commander took hostages from certain Beduin families, and, in the 
case of open conflict, might order the murder or execution of a 
Beduin leader. Attacks on the pilgrimage caravan were a frequent 
occurrence, and as long as the number of dead and wounded 


Kanstth Beg chose to stress the fact that, in his 35 years’ service to 
the pilgrims, he had always tried to keep camel rents low. We may 
thus conclude that the Nu’aymoghullari hired out camels and 
therefore were alienated by Kansith’s policy. The governor claimed 
that camel rents had gone down by half, because he had managed to 
increase the number of animals offered. This he had achieved by 
inviting Beduin groups that had not furnished any animals in the past 
to begin supplying the pilgrimage caravans. But when the news spread 
that Kansth would not be commanding the next pilgrimage caravan, 
the suppliers who had recently entered the market rapidly withdrew 


Presumably these were small and weak groupings, who feared the : | perp ad = ; 
wrath of their competitors once Kansth Beg was no longer there to remained within limits, these events were not considered particularly 
shield them. As a result, camel rents once again increased, and the remarkable. Only when relations broke down completely were there 


major attacks on the caravan which the chroniclers of the time found 


long-time commander apparently felt that the Ottoman authorities : * 3 ; ’ F 
worth reporting. Ewliya Celebi mentions an attack which occurred in 


would draw the consequences from this situation. 5 - A : 

Kansith Beg’s career only ended with his death in Istanbul in 1591, the carly 1670s.*° Even more serious, but outside the period treated 
where he had gone to protest his recent deposition.** This event in this volume, was the attack on the Damascus caravan returning 
probably had been occasioned by a major Beduin rebellion. A from Mecca in 1757, in which a large number of pilgrims perished. In 
governor of Damascus had attacked two groups of Beduins when they some cases Ottoman government officials engaged in bloody reprisals 
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against the Beduins, which might be legitimized in religious terms 
because of the threat the latter posed to the pilgrimage caravan.*” 
Some of the negotiations between Ottoman governors and Beduins 
living close to the pilgrimage route have been documented in the 
Registers of Important Affairs. We will discuss them here as examples 
of negotiations that took a normal course. In one case we again 
encounter Nu‘aymoghlu, the Mafaridja shaykh, whom we already 
know as the opponent of Kansih Beg.** The latter had offered to 
accompany the Damascus caravan for a stretch of the road, which 
meant that he also intended to guarantee its safety. But his Beduin 
allies, for reasons that remain unclear, withdrew from the agreement, 
and now Nu’‘aymoghlu refused to take the risk upon himself. It also 
happened that the Beduins who had offered to guarantee the safety of 
the caravan went back on their commitments, particularly if their sirre 
was not paid out on time. Such events might result in a sharp 
reprimand of the caravan commander by the Istanbul authorities.*” 
Some Beduin leaders received Ottoman titles and other marks of 
honour in addition to their stirre and food subsidies. In the Ottoman 
realm, as in the medieval Middle East, the grant of robes as marks of 
honour, comparable to modern decorations, was common.*° Provin- 
cial governors, and particularly the Sherifs of Mecca, often received 
such honours, so that the grant of a robe integrated Beduin leaders 
into the Ottoman cursus honorum. Mamluk titles such as the amir al- 
‘Arab were also awarded, probably with the same aim in mind.*' Thus 
a document dated 1576-7 reports that an assembly of Damascene 
notables had testified that the personage to be awarded the title of 
amir al-'Arab had supplied the caravan in a satisfactory manner and 
therefore was worthy of the honour about to be conferred on him. 
Conflictual situations also tell us a good deal about the relationship 
of the Beduins and the Ottoman central power. The scholar ‘Abd 
al-Rahman Hibri, who lived in Edirne and wrote a history of his town 
still used as a primary source, undertook the pilgrimage in 1632, a 
year in which there was a good bit of unrest on the Arabian 
peninsula.” At this time a local dynasty had reestablished itself in 
Yemen after several decades of Ottoman rule, and attempts to 
reconquer the rebellious province failed.** Ottoman soldiers obliged 
to leave the country settled in Mecca and caused so much trouble that 
the central government entrusted the powerful Mamluk Ridwan Beg 
with the task of dislodging the soldiers from the Holy City.** One 
effect of Ridwan Beg’s campaign, however, was to make the 
pilgrimage routes insecure. According to Hibri, things were made 
worse by the fact that Ibn Farrukh, long-time commander of the 
Syrian pilgrimage caravan, happened to be out of office in 1632: fear 
of Ibn Farrukh supposedly had restrained many tribesmen up to this 
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time.** It does appear, however, as if the excesses committed by the 
soldiers returning from the Yemen, and the loss of Ottoman authority 
which these events entailed, played the key role in triggering Beduin 
attacks. There was fighting at almost every major stopping point that 
year, and near the settlement of al-’Ula, where the Syrian desert 
becomes the Arabian, the caravan very narrowly escaped catastrophe. 
The Beduins attacked with muskets, and could only be kept under 
control by the firing of cannon. Four pilgrims were killed that very 
night, and Hibri calculated that the caravan had lost 125 loaded 
camels along a stretch of road that measured less than half the 
distance from Damascus to Mecca.*° But, in spite of everything, the 
caravan reached the Hejaz and returned in good order. This success 
must have strengthened the Ottoman position at a critical time, when 
the young Sultan Murad IV was taking the reins of government into 
his own hands and the Ottoman court was shaken by factional strife.*” 
The second example of a well-documented open conflict between 
pilgrims and Beduins occurred during the Ottoman—Habsburg war of 
1683-99, when the central administration concentrated its attention 
upon events in the Balkan peninsula and pilgrims, Sherifs and 
Beduins were little protected or supervised. In this case, events were 
recorded by the Palestinian scholar and mystic ‘Abd al-Ghani al- 
Nabulusi, who travelled to Mecca as a pilgrim in 1693-5.** Before his 
pilgrimage to Mecca, al-Nabulusi had intended to visit the grave of 
the Prophet in Medina. But the Sherif Sa‘d b. Zayd declared that the 
Harb Beduins had closed the road from Yanbu’ to Medina, and that 
it was impossible to get through. The Palestinian scholar thus had the 
opportunity to watch Sherif Sa‘d’s manner of conducting a war, and 
the behaviour of his Beduin troops. One village was found to be 
empty, because the inhabitants had joined the war on the side of the 
Harb. Sherif Sa'd not only burnt the houses down, but even des- 
troyed the date palms, a measure of unusual severity in desert war- 
fare.*? But Sherif Sa’d, who according to Ewliya Celebi had tried to 
cut off the water supply of Mecca during a previous dispute with the 
Ottoman administration, had no doubt that his actions were justi- 
fied.” After all, so he argued, the Prophet Muhammad had not 
treated the unbelievers any differently. The assumption that Beduins 
troubling the hajj caravan were to be treated as if they were 
unbelievers is found in other seventeenth-century Ottoman sources as 
well. Thus Ewliya occasionally makes remarks pointing in the same 
direction. Sherif Sa'd’s violent measures were successful; after a short 
while, the caravan was able to continue on its way toward Mecca. 
Further evidence concerning violent repression of Beduins can be 
found in an unexpected place, namely the biography of Mi'mar 
Mehmed Agha, the architect of the Blue Mosque in Istanbul.*! 
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Mi’mar Mehmed Agha was one of the few Ottoman artists to be 
honoured by a full-scale biography during his lifetime; it was 
composed by his admirer Dja’fer Efendi, son of Shaykh Behram. In 
his varied career, Mi’mar Mehmed Agha had also been sent to Syria 
as second-in-command to the governor of Damascus, Khusrew 
Pasha.*? Later he was posted to the Hawran as a local administrator. 
This was a difficult assignment for, as we have seen in the biography 
of Kansih Beg, this area was quite rebellion-prone, and unrest in the 
Hawran was likely to affect the security of the Damascus pilgrimage 
caravan. Mi’mar Mehmed Agha, on the other hand, as a product of 
the levy of boys (dewshirme), who had seen service mostly in the 
Balkans, lacked the local contacts which constituted the strength, and 
occasionally the weakness, of Kansih Beg and other inhabitants of 
the desert edge.*? 

At the time when Mehmed Agha served the governor of Damascus, 
the pilgrimage caravan was attacked by Beduins, and Khusrew Pasha 
undertook a punitive expedition. But after a one-month campaign he 
was obliged to withdraw without having achieved anything. Mchmed 
Agha was left behind with a small force and implored the help of the 
saint Seyyid Shaykh Ibrahim, to whose mausoleum he paid a pious 
visit. There the shaykh appeared to him in a dream, announcing that 
he would find the robbers in their camp, fast asleep, and commanded 
Mehmed Agha to kill them all.** Mehmed Agha’s soldiers did, in 
fact, encounter a camp of sleeping Beduins, but they were afraid since 
the number of people was quite large, and did not dare to attack. 
Mehmed Agha then told them about his dream and promised them 
the aid of Seyyid Ibrahim. But at least as effective as this assurance of 
saintly support was probably the threat that he, Mehmed Agha, would 
kill any soldier who attempted to escape. Most of the Beduins were 
destroyed in the following battle; only the commander, a man named 
Djum'a Kasib, was taken prisoner with his immediate associates. 
When the prisoners proceeded to offer a weighty ransom, Mehmed 
Agha decided that, if they were let go, they would soon be molesting 
pilgrim caravans again: he therefore had his prisoners slain. At first 
his deeds were celebrated in Damascus as a great victory. Later, 
however, Khusrew Pasha seems to have had doubts concerning the 
political wisdom of his second-in-command, and Mehmed was 
transferred to another post. 

In Dja’fer Efendi’s account, a remarkable religious aura surrounds 
this minor episode of desert warfare. The author aims at creating an 
image of Mehmed Agha as a hero of the Holy War and a person 
directly inspired by God, and this story is but one of many episodes 
marshalled for the purpose. That the Beduins were themselves 
Muslims is quite secondary to Dja’fer Efendi, who presents the event 
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as an example of an authentic Holy War, in which the Ottoman 
soldiers are supported not merely by a saint, but by God himself. This 
is all the more remarkable as a pious medieval writer, namely Ibn 
Djubayr, had been favourably impressed by the religious attitudes of 
the Beduins.*® By the seventeenth century things had completely 
changed; now we find an Ottomanized upper stratum in Syria and 
occasionally even in the Hejaz, who often spoke Arabic as their native 
language but were complete strangers to the world of the Beduins. In 
this context, it may be of some importance that Sherif Sa’d had had a 
career in the Ottoman core lands, officiating in the Thracian sub- 
provinces of Kurkkilise and Vize, and therefore belonged to this 
Ottomanized milieu.*’ Beduins attacking the pilgrimage caravan were 
easily placed on the same level as unbelievers because, from a cultural 
point of view, they were regarded as total strangers by the ruling elite. 


WEAPONS AND SOLDIERS 


Hibni’s caravan of 1632 was able to get through the desert without 
major disasters because it carried cannons. Every one of these 
valuable weapons was accompanied by a cannonier and transported by 
horses or occasionally camels.°* The anonymous writer of the 1580s, 
who wrote about the Cairo caravan, reports that six cannons were 
transported by twelve camels.°? 

In the late sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries many Beduins 
owned firearms, mainly muskets. We know that there was a tax farmer 
in the Palestinian town of Zefat (Safed) who sold grain to European 
unbelievers, which at that time was strictly forbidden.” His illegal 
gains he invested in muskets, which he smuggled to the Beduins. 
Artillery, on the other hand, was the exclusive privilege of the 
Ottoman authorities. Thus the twelve cannons which the Syrian 
caravan usually carried were a reasonably effective deterrent. 

During the last years of Siileyman the Lawgiver’s reign, approxi- 
mately in 1558-9, the Damascus caravan was accompanied by 150 
janissaries and garrison soldiers and 100 cavalrymen®!. Even though 
the janissaries were normally infantrymen, they could not traverse the 
long distance from Damascus to Mecca without mounts. When spies, 
whom the caravan commander regularly sent out to gather infor- 
mation on Beduin plans, reported suspicious movements, the number 
of accompanying janissaries was increased. In 1571-2, a detachment 
of 300 soldiers was considered indispensable even in ‘normal’ times. 

Even under the Mamluk Sultans, camels, foodstuffs and 
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implements needed by the soldiers had to be paid for by the fisc.°* A 
special bureau took care of these matters. Its mode of operation is 
known to us from the careful account of ‘Abd al-Kadir al-Djazari, 
who had worked in this office for many years, as had his father (see 
Chapter 2), After Syria and Egypt had been conquered by the 
Ottomans, the office continued to operate in the accustomed manner. 
But after the death of Siileyman the Lawgiver in 1566, his successor 
Selim II (reigned 1566-75) attempted to save money.®? The new 
Sultan ordered that all the holders of timars (tax assignments) 
accompanying the pilgrimage caravan would have to take care of their 
own equipment, as there was no reason to grant them advantages not 
accorded to other timar-holders, who all needed to spend consider- 
able sums of money on their horses and outfits. But this order proved 
to be unworkable in practice. The vizier Mustafa Pasha objected that 
the Syrian cavalrymen’s revenues were so insecure that he could not 
recommend burdening them with supplementary expenditures. Selim 
Il gave in, and the cavalrymen were assigned 25 gold pieces per 
person for their equipment (1567-8). 

Even so, it proved to be difficult to find military men suitable for 
the protection of the pilgrimage caravan. In a sultanic rescript from 
the years 1571-2 the governor and finance director of Damascus 
were warned that many cavalrymen turned the money they had been 
assigned over to prospective pilgrims.’ The men accepting the 
money agreed to shoulder the obligation to protect the caravan, but 
often they were quite old and no longer suitable for military service. 
This practice was sternly prohibited by the Sultan’s council, but to 
enforce the prohibition was quite a different matter. In 1587-8 there 
were renewed complaints that older janissaries who sought to 
combine the protection of the caravan with a pilgrimage were unable 
to support the rigours of military service in the desert. On the other 
hand, caravan commanders probably viewed the participation of 
elderly and sober soldiers with some favour; for on the long desert 
stretches inhabited only by Beduins, disciplinary problems were 
widespread. 

Certain cavalrymen and janissaries sought to avoid service in the 
caravan because, in a time of rising prices, they were unable to 
support themselves on their tax assignments or soldiers’ pay, and 
needed to work in a secondary civilian occupation as well. Those 
soldiers possessing a small amount of capital often farmed the 
collection of taxes. Thus Turkmen timar-holders from the province of 
Aleppo farmed taxes due from the nomads and semi-nomads in this 
province, and were unavailable when their services were needed by 

the caravan.” The Sultan’s Council threatened to take away the 
timars of those cavalrymen who neglected their official duties. But the 
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authorities could not make up their minds to increase the soldiers’ tax 
assignments. 

Military men in the service of the caravan commander were 
frequently caught trying to increase their incomes in more or less 
illicit ways. Deliveries of foodstuffs to the caravan offered certain 
possibilities in this respect.°? Beduins in receipt of siirre were 
obligated to deposit foodstuffs at prearranged stopping points, and 
pilgrims unable to transport large quantities of supplies depended on 
the possibility of purchasing them en route. Certain janissaries, 
however, met the Beduins in the desert and either robbed or 
purchased below market value the foodstuffs the latter had been 
carrying, which they then proceeded to resell at a hefty profit to the 
pilgrims. This kind of profiteering hurt the pilgrims in two different 
ways; not only did they have to pay high prices for necessities, but the 
Beduins in question were likely to make good their losses by stealing 
from the caravan. 

Apart from the conflicts caused by the soldiers’ insufficient pay, the 
rivalries between Syrian and Egyptian military men occasioned quite a 
few disturbances. The sixteenth-century historian and littérateur 
Mustafa ‘Ali recounts an anecdote about a Cairo soldier who is 
congratulated by his friends upon his safe return from the pilgrim- 
age.” The man does not feel that there is any need for special 
felicitation; after all, he had gone to Mecca mainly to have a good 
fight with his Syrian rivals. Ewliya also recounts a dispute between the 
soldiers of the Syrian and Egyptian caravans, when they encountered 
one another on a narrow stretch of road not far from Medina.°” This 
rivalry was well known to the Ottoman central government, which had 
arranged the travelling schedules of the two caravans in such a way as 
to minimize contact. Apart from the fact that the market of Medina 
could not supply two large caravans at the same time, concern about 
brawls and fights determined route arrangements. 


DESERT FORTIFICATIONS 


Many stopping points in the desert were defended by small garrisons 
in charge of guarding the wells or reservoirs which contained the 
Caravans’ water supplies. In years of drought this was a major task, for 
Beduins in need of water for themselves and their animals were liable 
to take by force whatever was available.”” Moreover, during desert 
fighting it was common practice to fill up or defile wells so as to 
render them unusable to the opponent. Pilgrim caravans might also 
be affected by this kind of warfare. According to Ewliya Celebi, the 
Damascus governor Hiiseyin Pasha, who led the Syrian caravan to 
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Mecca in 1672, refused subsidies to rebellious Beduins whom he 
accused of having filled up wells, and had those who protested 
imprisoned and in some cases killed.”! 

New desert fortresses could not be built without the consent of the 
Ottoman central administration. Since the protection of the pilgrims 
was a major concern in Istanbul, provincial governors desiring to 
fortify this or that place usually adduced the needs of the pilgrimage 
as a motivation. When the governor of Egypt wished to build a fort in 
al-'Arish, at the provincial border between Egypt and Syria, he 
declared that this place was frequently visited by pilgrims and 
merchants, who often suffered from Beduin attacks.”* If a fortress 
were to be erected in this place, these attacks would become much 
less frequent, and the state would save money on the pay of the 
soldiers now needed to protect the caravans. Pilgrims visiting the 
sanctuary of Ibrahim in Hebron and Jerusalem were to be protected 
by a fortress at the often unsafe stopping point of ‘Uyin al- 
Tudjdjar.”’ 

Yet Ewliya’s account makes it clear that the security problem was 
not solved by the construction of a desert fort alone.”* Frequently 
enough, these isolated fortresses were attacked by Beduins and 
ultimately given up by a discouraged garrison. Ewliya has a good deal 
to say on the tricks and feints which reputedly formed part of desert 
warfare. In 1625-6 Beduins attacked the fort of Mu‘azzama after 
having drugged the garrison with a sweetmeat into which a sleeping 
drug had been mixed. The garrison soldiers had been deceived by the 
blandishments of young Beduin maidens, who distributed the sweets 
as an offering in the name of a deceased person, to be accepted out of 
charity. Shortly after the lively and imaginative Ewliya, the sober 
pilgrim Mehmed Edib enumerated all the desert forts he had 
encountered, but also described the elaborate precautions taken to 
protect the caravan while on the road.’° Obviously Mehmed Edib also 
did not believe that the fortresses in the desert really guaranteed the 
pilgrims a safe trip. 


IN SPITE OF EVERYTHING: 
AN ACCEPTABLE DEGREE OF SECURITY 


But even though the pilgrim of the sixteenth and seventeenth 
centuries had to expect a good deal of trouble and even danger, major 
attacks upon the pilgrimage caravan were not all that frequent during 
this period. Ottoman officials, historians and travellers have written a 
good deal about the disasters of 1670-1 and 1757; therefore, they 
would presumably have written about other catastrophes of this kind 
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had they occurred.” Other indirect evidence points in the same 
direction: narrative as well as documentary sources of the time 
frequently mention merchants accompanying the caravans, who used 
the time that pilgrims spent in Mecca after the pilgrimage ceremonies 
to conduct a profitable trade. If the pilgrimage routes had been as 
insecure as some historians of the twentieth century would have us 
believe, traders would not have taken their valuable wares through the 
desert.”7 Admittedly, the alternative route through the Red Sea was 
difficult from a navigational point of view, and shipping scarce and of 
poor quality. But Egyptian and Syrian traders could have invested in 
better ships, and if they failed to do so it was probably because the 
desert routes remained reasonably safe. 

Ottoman administrators considered it necessary to secure the route 
to Mecca by means of negotiation and if necessary by violent 
repression because, by so doing, they legitimized the domination of 
the Ottoman Sultan. Every unavenged attack on the pilgrimage 
caravan jeopardized the claim of the ruler to be the supreme protector 
of the pilgrims. This situation also explains why Ottoman commenta- 
tors like Ewliya Celebi and Dja’fer Efendi made no attempt to 
understand the Beduins’ point of view. In the eyes of Ottoman 
officialdom, the Sultan’s control over the pilgrimage routes consti- 
tuted a major aspect of his legitimacy as a ruler. When Beduins 
challenged this control, members of the Ottoman ruling stratum 
might easily assume that the rebels had lost even their claim to the 


status of Muslims. 


4 
The Finances of the Holy Cities 


After the rapid collapse of Mamluk domination in Egypt, pilgrims and 
inhabitants of the Holy Cities, or at least those among them with a 
certain political standing, needed to determine their attitude toward 
the rule of the Ottoman Sultan. Ever since the times of the Ayyubids 
(1175-1250) and, especially, the Mamluks (1250-1517), the Hejaz 
had been tied to Egypt politically — the Abbasid caliphate having been 
eliminated by the Mongol conquest in 1258. To those inhabitants of 
Syria, Egypt or the Hejaz familiar with the international situation, the 
Ottomans were by no means unknown: in the fifteenth century, both 
Mehmed the Conqueror and Bayezid II had waged wars against 
Mamluk Sultans. Those wars had not led to major Ottoman gains of 
territory, however, so that the rapid and total Ottoman victory in 
1515-17 necessitated a complete reorientation of the Egyptian, Syrian 
and Meccan upper classes. This reorientation was made more 
troublesome by the fact that sixteenth-century Islamic writers on 
political questions had some difficulty legitimizing Ottoman rule in 
general.' Contrary to the Safawids ruling sixteenth-century Iran, the 
Ottomans never claimed descent from the Prophet Muhammad, and 
therefore lacked an important element of religious legitimation 
Moreover, down to 1517 these Sultans did not control the Islamic 
heartlands. Instead they ruled an extensive area which for the most 
part had been Christian territory before the conquest, namely the 
Balkans as far as Belgrade in addition to western and central Anatolia. 
The Ottoman Sultans thus abruptly relocated themselves from the 
periphery to the centre of the Islamic world. 
Given these circumstances, the Ottoman administration must have 
considered it expedient to change as little as possible in the estab- 
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lished manner of supplying the Holy Cities. This conformed to 
Ottoman practice in other newly conquered territories as well; 
financial arrangements, particularly, were often allowed to subsist for 
decades before being adjusted to Ottoman practice, and, in some 
cases, taxes from pre-Ottoman times were even retained on a 
permanent basis.’ But in the Hejaz the reasons for continuing 
Mamluk supply policies were more compelling than anywhere else; 
after all, the Ottoman Sultans sought legitimation not through 
descent, but through contemporary immediate political success. A 
policy of generosity toward pilgrims and inhabitants of the Holy 
Cities, which equalled and if possible surpassed the performance of 
the most brilliant Mamluk Sultans, constituted an effective source of 
legitimacy. Comparison with the Mamluks was facilitated if overall 
arrangements in favour of pilgrims and residents of the Hejaz were 
retained. However, as Ottoman administrators were to discover to 
their cost, certain Hejaz dignitaries were to continue regarding 
Mamluk Sultans such as Ka’it Bay as the apogee of pious rule, to 
whom even Siileyman the Lawgiver came but a poor second. 


SUBSIDIES AND THEIR RECIPIENTS 


Since Mecca possesses almost no agricultural hinterland, it would 
have been impossible even in Abbasid times (750-1258) to feed a 
large number of pilgrims without subsidies from foreign rulers. In and 
around Medina, water resources were somewhat more abundant and 
agricultural production larger, but, on the other hand, demand was 
Not insignificant either. Even before the Ummayads took power in 
661, this city had developed into a centre for the study of all 
information concerning the Prophet’s life and deeds, which was 
collected, subjected to critical study and taken down in writing.’ It 
was the purpose of this activity to put together an image of the ideal 
Islamic community and present it to all Muslims as a model to be 
followed. This intimate concern with the life of the Prophet gave the 
City a special prestige, so that even in Abbasid times it was considered 
meritorious to settle there permanently. Moreover, wealthy Muslims 
who were not themselves in a position to retire to Medina, increas- 
ingly developed the inclination to support the inhabitants by 
donations, which would permit the latter a life of pious meditation. By 
the fifteenth century, donations for the poor of Medina were a 
popular form of charity throughout the Islamic world. 

Support for the Sherifs of Mecca, who as a semi-independent local 
dynasty governed the Hejaz under Abbasid, Mamluk and ultimately 
Ottoman suzerainty, had more mundane reasons.’ While the Sherifs 


76 Pilgrims and Sultans 


were too poor to operate as fully independent princes, a ruler based in 
Baghdad, Cairo or Istanbul could not possibly control the Hejaz 
without the cooperation of the Sherifs. A member of this family who 
had fallen foul of his remote suzerain only needed to seck refuge with 
his Beduin allies in the desert, and from this al) but impregnable 
position could make life very difficult for the pilgrims. Even in 
Ayyubid times it therefore had become customary to bind the Sherifs, 
and other Hejazi notables as well, to the Mamluk Sultans by means of 
gifts. As we have seen from Ibn Djubayr’s account (see Chapter 1), in 
the twelfth century these gifts had not become institutionalized to any 
great extent, however.” Thus Ibn Djubayr does not mention pious 
foundations benefiting the inhabitants of the Holy Cities; these were 
not instituted on a large scale until the time of the Mamluk Sultans. 


FOUNDATIONS AND GIFTS 


By the fifteenth century, foundations benefiting the Holy Cities were 
not limited to Egypt, though that was where the most extensive 
foundations of this type were located. In the sparsely settled and 
politically fragmented Anatolia of that time, the Karamanid dynasty of 
Konya, at one point the ally of Venice against the Ottomans, 
established such foundations around the steppe town of Eregli.° In 
the Balkans, newly conquered by the Ottomans, such foundations also 
began to operate quite early, on, the oldest known Rumelian 
foundation dating from 1460-1.’ High officials at the court of Sultan 
Mehmed the Conqueror appear to have been among the founders, 
and, by the sixteenth century, foundations benefiting the Holy Cities 
could be found in the Balkan borderlands of the rapidly expanding 
empire. 

These foundations were supported by peasant taxes from villages 
originally owned by the founder and assigned to this purpose in 
perpetuity. In addition, the Holy Cities received grants from the 
Ottoman Sultans which appear in the yearly budgets (see Chapter 2) 
and which were financed by ordinary revenues; but, in this case, the 
Sultan could decide every year how much money he was going to 
send, We possess a list of gifts made by Sultan Bayezid II (reigned 
1481-1512) to various recipients in the Hejaz: the poor of Medina 
received 14,442 gold pieces.* Apparently Mouradjea d’Ohsson, 
eighteenth-century dragoman to the Swedish embassy in Istanbul and 
author of a comprehensive work on the Ottoman Empire of his own 
time, must have seen either this document or else another one very 
much like it; for he reports that Bayezid II annually donated 14,000 
gold pieces to the poor of Medina.” Table 3 lists the donations which 
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Table 3 Bayecid II’s Gifis 10 the Hejazis 


Recipients akée Ottoman gold coins 
Pilgrims, in general 21,500 

Individual inhabitants 3300 

of Mecca and Medina 

‘Beduins from Mecca’ 10,400 

Messengers bringing 25,500 

gifts to the Holy Cities 

Inhabitants of Mecca 735 
Inhabitants of Medina 1210 
The poor of Mecca and 831 
Medina 14,422 
Miscellaneous 5000 

Total 65,700 17,198 


Since there existed different types of gold coins, the rate of exchange is approximate. A 
gold coin was worth about 50 akée, see Artuk and Artuk (1971, 1974), vol. 2, p. 494 
This table does not include certain gifts to individuals identified as Meccans or 
inhabitants of Medina, as it is not clear whether they benefited as individuals or as 
inhabitants of the Holy Cities. Certain Arabs or Beduins from Mecca also mentioned in 
the register probably had come to the court as messengers; the largesse they received 
has therefore been included. 


this Sultan, whom some chroniclers regarded as a saint, sent to 
Mecca and Medina in 1503-4. Among the recipients, we find the 
Hanefi kadis of both the Holy Cities, a son of the amir of Yanbu’, a 
teacher in a theological college and the descendants of certain well- 
known derwish shaykhs.'° The mosque of the Prophet in Medina 
formed the subject of the Sultan’s special solicitude; its employees 
received donations which were far more generous than those assigned 
to their counterparts in Mecca. 

The gifts of 1503-4 probably did not constitute a unique case, but 
were repeated with slight variation from year to year. As an indicator 
Of institutionalization, we may cite the fact that an envoy of the people 
of Medina appeared in Istanbul to collect the gifts on behalf of his 
fellow citizens. When regular recipients of the Sultan’s bounty died, 
the ruler was informed of the fact by letter from the kadi of Mecca; 
then the place of the deceased was normally filled by a new 
beneficiary. Thus certain features of the Ottoman Sultans’ gift-giving 
were established well in advance of the conquest of Cairo. 
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Table 4 Expenditure for Pilgrims and the Holy Cities from the Central 
Administration's Budget 


Expenditures Total budget a/b 
Year in ak&e (a) (0) as % 
1527-8 4,286,475 403,388,322 1.1-1.2 
1653 7,142,298 676,106,387 11 
1660-1 10,898,778 593,604,361 18 
1690-1 16,567,320 812,838,365 2 


DONATIONS ON THE PART OF THE OTTOMAN 
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 


In the Ottoman financial accounts, which most historians are in the 
habit of calling budgets (see Chapter 2), we not infrequently find 
information concerning expenditure on the pilgrimage and the Holy 
Cities." It is difficult, however, to determine to what extent the dis- 
bursements listed in Table 4 can be compared with one another, 
since a heading which remained more or less unchanged over the 
years might group expenditures which varied in nature in the course 
of time. For Ottoman finance officials, concerned with an overview of 
the past year’s finances and not with long-term comparisons, this was 
irrelevant; for us, unfortunately, it is not. Moreover, the budgets did 
not record expenditures in an exhaustive manner, so that certain 
donations to the inhabitants of the Hejaz may have gone unrecorded. 
The figures we possess, therefore, should be regarded as minimal 
values. It is also often impossible to separate expenditures for the 
pilgrimage from those destined for the year-round inhabitants of the 
Holy Cities. In the present chapter, we will concern ourselves mainly 
with the latter. Under the circumstances it seems best to compare the 
percentages of pilgrimage and Hejaz-related expenditures with 
respect to the relevant totals, without according too much importance 
to minor discrepancies from one budget to the next. 

Table 4 shows an increase in absolute terms which is largely due to 
the devaluation of the currency which occurred in the 1580s and 
thereafter.'? There is also a notable increase in the percentage value 
of hajj- and Hejaz-related expenditures toward the end of the 
seventeenth century. This may be due to the fact that the central 
administration needed to make up the deficit which ensued when the 
Mamluks retained more and more Egyptian revenue sources for their 
own use.’? Since the safe travel of the pilgrims was such a vital affair, 
payments were not interrupted even during the turmoil of the 
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Table 5 Expenditure on Behalf of the Holy Cities According to the Egyptian 
Budget of 1596-7 (in para) 


For the caravan commander 400,000 
Subsidies for the Holy Cities 1,327,040 
Other 2,630,985 

4,358,025 


Total 


Ottoman—Habsburg war (1683-99), a time when many other con- 
cerns were neglected. 


PAYMENTS FROM EGYPTIAN BUDGETS 


Even though Ottoman domination in the Hejaz became more costly to 
maintain with time, the load on the central administration’s budget 
was not too great. Before the increasing political strength of the 
Mamluks allowed them to curtail the Egyptian contributions, and to 
some extent even beyond, Egypt was the main source of grain and 
funds for the pilgrimage. Grain prices in Mecca being always much 
higher than those in Egypt, an increased remittance of money at the 
expense of grain was always to the disadvantage of recipients in the 
Hejaz. According to the budget of 1596-7, subsidies sent to Mecca 
and Medina out of official Egyptian revenues amounted to at least 
903,892 para or 22,597 gold pieces, and this total does not include 
the Beduin siirres, some of which also went to the Hejaz.'* Almost 10 
per cent of the Egyptian budget of those years was spent on the 
Support of the Hejaz, even though the revenues secured from the 
Egyptian public foundations almost certainly were not included in the 


From the money assigned to him the caravan commander had to 
purchase a variety of goods, on which in many cases he must have 
made a substantial profit. The same probably applied to other 
members of the provincial administration, for complaints on this score 
are routinely repeated in administrative records of the time, to say 
nothing of the bitter denunciations of the contemporary historian 
Mustafa ‘Ali.'> Some of these profits may have been hidden under a 
vaguely phrased heading which for the most part covered adminis- 
trative and transportation expenditures. Admittedly, both grains and 
coin, the principal goods carried to the Hejaz, were both expensive to 
Store and transport. Even so, the share of insufficiently identified and 
therefore possibly illicit expenses appears suspiciously high. 

Even if the caravan commanders and their servitors made more or 
less illicit profits, genuine transport expenditures cannot be neglected. 
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Many camels died on the long march through the desert and needed 
to be replaced. Shipwrecks were common, and the construction of 
ships in an all but treeless environment was very expensive. In many 
cases, the Egyptian provincial administration must have subsidized 
transportation to the Hejaz of grain from the Egyptian foundations, 
whose budgets were notoriously insufficient. 

Certain tendencies of the 1596-7 budget equally recur in 
seventeenth-century financial accounts, even though there was some 
variation from year to year which we can explain only in certain 
instances, while others remain somewhat opaque.'® In 1601-2 there 
was probably a harvest failure, as remittances to the Hejaz were 
surprisingly low. On the other hand, in 1612-13 expenditures were 
much higher than in previous years, because the major costs of the 
extensive rebuilding projects of Sultan Ahmed I (reigned 1603-17, 
see Chapter 5) were paid out of Egyptian revenues.'’ But the high 
costs of administration and transport and the amalgamation of 
genuine transportation expenditures with Beduin subsidies were 
permanent traits of the Egyptian Hejaz-related budget. For that 
reason the seventeenth-century budgets provide no better opportunity 
for checking official probity than the budget of 1596-7. 


EGYPTIAN FOUNDATIONS BENEFITING THE 
HOLY CITIES 


When Sultan Selim I conquered the Hejaz in 1517, quite a few 
foundations providing grain to the Holy Cities and instituted by 
Mamluk Sultans and amirs were still in operation.'® The latter were 
ultimately reformed and subsumed under the overall heading of the 
Greater Deshishe foundation, whose core was made up of the 
foundations of Sultans Ka'it Bay and Cakmak.'’ Sultan Siileyman the 
Magnificent and his successor Selim II expanded these foundations 
by their own additions. Moreover, Murad III (reigned 1574-95) 
established the so-called Lesser Deshishe foundation, which mainly 
remitted money. There were also two soup kitchens founded in 
Mecca and Medina by Sultan Siileyman in the name of his consort 
Khurrem Sultan, better known in Europe under the name of 
Roxolana; these were also funded out of Egyptian tax revenues. 

All Egyptian foundations had been assigned villages whose taxes 
constituted their yearly revenues. In the sixteenth century, these 
foundations were frequently enlarged by the addition of new villages. 
In some cases, however, the newly annexed settlements merely made 
up the losses occasioned by the decline in revenues from the original 
villages. For even though it can be assumed that population and agri- 
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Table 6 Expenditure on Behalf of the Holy Cities According to Early 


Seventeenth-century Egyptian Budgets (in para)' 

Type of expenditure —-1600-1 1601-2 1612-13 
Payments to the 194,525 unknown less than 
inhabitants of the 100,000 
Holy Cities 

Transportation 387,409 121,263 332,856 
expenses 

Other 1,312,355 unknown ca. 4,000,000? 
Total 1,894,289 1,393,423 4,392,331 
Total 47,107 34,835 109,808 
(in gold coins) 


1 MM 5672. See Shaw (1968), pp. 268-82 on the general background. It is not clear 
whether the totals include the prestations of the public foundations. 

2 Largely construction expenditures in Mecca; in addition, this total probably includes 
the expenses of two subsequent pilgrimages. 


culture in sixteenth-century Egypt expanded, individual villages were 
often ruined by natural or man-made calamities“? The Meccan 
chronicler Kutb al-Din, who wrote in the second half of the sixteenth 
century, believed that the new additions were insufficient to make up 
for a marked decline in the yield of old foundation holdings.! 

That such losses did in fact occur is apparent from an account of 
the Greater Deshishe foundation, which encompasses the period 
from July 1591 until November 1592. Total income for that period 
amounted to 10,678,643 para, a substantial sum when compared to 
any one of the major expenditures in the Egyptian budget of 1596-7. 
But more than seven million were merely arrears from previous years, 
and even in 1591-2, the foundation still had 6.8 million para owed to 
it, presumably for the most part outstanding peasant dues. For its 
official purposes, the Greater Deshishe had only been able to spend 
about two and a half million para. Nor had the foundation fulfilled its 
obligations in terms of grain deliveries; the Greater Deshishe founda- 
tion owed the inhabitants of Mecca and Medina back deliveries for 
several years. A new administrator had just been appointed, who with 
some success tried to get the apparatus of the foundation moving 
again. But in the meantime the population of the Holy Cities must 
have suffered severe scarcities. 

Contemporary documents mention some of the manipulations 
which resulted in the decline of foundation-sponsored grain deliv- 
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eries. The tax collectors in charge of adjacent villages often usurped 
the revenues from villages held by the foundations.** Official corrup- 
tion, frequently denounced in contemporary texts, also had a role to 
play — but the Ottoman policy of fighting corruption by a frequent 
change of foundation administrators was also quite often counter- 
productive. The confusion attendant upon frequent changes in person- 
nel might result in a further decrease of grain and money deliveries. 


ANATOLIAN FOUNDATIONS FOR THE BENEFIT OF 
MECCA AND MEDINA 


A carefully executed register from the late sixteenth century informs 
us about the geographical distribution and financial resources of these 
foundations.”* It was put together because of a dispute among high- 
level Ottoman functionaries, and to fully understand the nature of the 
data it contains, the background must be explained in some detail. 
Most Anatolian and Rumelian foundations had been established by 
private persons, but their annual proceeds were collected by the 
central administration and sent to the Hejaz en bloc. This was 
certainly the most economical solution in terms of transportation 
costs, but the danger that foundation-owned money was used for the 
daily needs of the Ottoman administration was not to be gainsaid. 
Now Ottoman officials disagreed over the question whether the 
administration should pay a standard sum to the population of the 
Holy Cities in place of the actual revenues of the many small private 
foundations which constituted their due, and which varied greatly in 
accordance with harvests and internal security conditions prevailing in 
their respective localities. The very diplomatic and polite formulations 
used in this text do not spell out the objection, which however must 
have been foremost in the minds of those officials opposed to the new 
dispensation, namely that the Ottoman government was likely to 
withhold some of the donations destined for the poor of the Holy 
Cities, and thereby violate the dispositions of the founders, sacrosanct 
in Islamic foundation law. Instead, those officials who preferred to 
continue with the old method pointed out that there was no precedent 
for the new arrangement, for an occurrence which previously had 
been proposed as a precedent after further investigation could no 
longer be regarded as such, Finally the case was submitted to Sultan 
Murad III (reigned 1574-95), who decided that the revenues of all 
foundations benefiting the Holy Cities should be handed over to their 
legitimate recipients and all violations of the donors’ intentions 
scrupulously avoided. 

Our text was probably written with much care, as it was meant to 
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¢ akie, the principal Ottoman silver coin of this period, was 
that gold coins were generally employed for the transfer 
But as the akce was devalued vis a vis the Ottoman gold 
Value of Anatolian and Rumelian prestations sank accord- 
he founders attempted to prevent this by fixing the height of 
tion in gold currency. We possess a record of the 
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foundation of a certain Istanbullu named Mehmed b. Ahmed which 
contained a clause of this type.”’ But this did not solve the problem: 
when the akée was devalued by 100 per cent, the foundation was 
obliged to increase its revenue by the same amount, if it wished to 
abide by the donor’s stipulation. In most cases, this would have been 
all but impossible. 

On the Balkan peninsula outside of Istanbul, foundations benefit- 
ing the Holy Cities were concentrated in and around the former 
capital of Edirne. In the region of Salonica and Yenidje Vardar, the 
descendants of Ghazi Evrenos, who had played an important role in 
the Ottoman conquest of the Balkans during the fourteenth century, 
established a foundation for the poor of Medina.** But foundations of 
this type were much more widespread in western and central 
Anatolia. Bursa, another former capital of the Ottoman Sultans, 
possessed a large number of such foundations, even though their 
value was much lower than that of their Istanbul counterparts. In the 
region of Amasya, Tokat, Sivas and Kayseri, but also in northern and 
central Anatolia, a number of wealthy foundations also served the 
poor of Mecca and Medina. This is all the more remarkable as these 
cities were of some commercial importance, but, except for Amasya, 
had not served as residences for princes and Sultans over any length 
of time. The foundations of Konya Erefglisi in southern central 
Anatolia, on the other hand, owed their existence to the pre-Ottoman 
dynasty of the Karamanids, who had developed this stopping point of 
caravans into a small but active town. In the sparsely settled border 
regions of eastern Anatolia, however, foundations benefiting the Holy 
Cities were scarce, apart from the commercial centre of Diyarbakir 
On the island of Cyprus, recently conquered from the Venetians, 
Ottoman governors had established some foundations of this kind.” 
The register also contains references to foundations in favour of 
Mecca and Medina located in Mosul and Baghdad. But no detailed 
information is available on these remote provinces, where Ottoman 
domination was as yet insecurely established. 

We can thus group the foundations benefiting Mecca and Medina 
in two different categories. In Istanbul, and to a lesser extent in 
Edirne and the larger Anatolian cities, we find numerous small 
foundations, many of which had probably been instituted by local 
merchants and, occasionally, wealthy artisans. Outside of these larger 
urban centres, foundations in favour of the Hejazi poor were usually 
instituted by Ottoman officials, and sometimes by members of the 
Sultans’ families. In newly conquered provinces, such as Cyprus with 

its recent Venetian past, these foundations probably symbolized the 
intention to establish a firm and durable bond with the religious 
centres of the Islamic world.°° 
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THE INHABITANTS OF MECCA AND MEDINA: 
A POPULATION ESTIMATE 


Concerning the distribution of the pious gifts which Sultan Selim I 
had assigned to the inhabitants of Mecca, we possess the account of 
the Meccan chronicler Kutb al-Din.*! He describes how amir Muslih 
al-Din, Selim I’s envoy to the Hejaz, made a list of all the poor 
households in the city; his list included the names of their members, 
who were each assigned three gold pieces a year. By the later 
sixteenth century, payments were still being made according to amir 
Muslih al-Din’s records. In addition (unfortunately we cannot tell 
whether before or after amir Muslih al-Din’s count), the city’s 
notables made a list of their own. This encompassed all occupied 
houses and all inhabitants of the city apart from merchants and 
soldiers — that is, women, children and servants in addition to the 
adult male population, a total of 12,000 persons. After registration, 
each of them received a share of the donations, which Kutb al-Din 
understood to be on the basis of a legal claim, and in addition a gold 
piece per person as a free gift. From Kutb al-Din’s account, one may 
conclude that the city had 15,000 regular inhabitants at the very least, 
for the merchants, who had no claim to pious gifts, were usuall 
numerous in Mecca, and many must have been heads of residen 
households. Unfortunately, Kutb al-Din tells us nothing either about 
them or about the soldiers. 

We have no further data about the Meccan population in later 
years, but for Medina a few figures are available. In 1579-80 the 
Ottoman authorities assumed that 8000 people lived in the city in 
pious retreat (miidjavir).** If each one of these people was in charge of 
a household of five persons, Medina should have had a population of 
at least 40,000 people, not counting merchants and soldiers with no 
claim to pious subsidies. On the other hand, many of the miidjavirs of 
Medina must have been elderly people, who had smaller than average 
households. In 1594-5, 7000 inhabitants of Medina received subsi- 
dies from the Ottoman state.** If the criteria by which eligibility was 
determined had not changed in the meantime, the city’s population 
should have contracted. A text from the mid-seventeenth century 
claims that during the reign of Murad III (reigned 1574-95) 
Medina’s inhabitants totalled 6666 persons, which seems dubious in 
the light of previous and later figures. In 1641-2 23,200 inhabitants 
of the city received official support, though the authorities in Istanbul 
did suspect phat this figure had been inflated by fraudulent 
manipulation.** A new count was therefore ordered, but no record of 
the results has been found. Medina probably contained more 
recipients of outside aid than Mecca, but this assumption is based on 
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the fact that so much more is said in official documents about 
Medina, and of course there may have been other reasons, hitherto 
unknown, for this disproportion.*> 


THE DISTRIBUTION OF SUBSIDIES AND PENSIONS 


When pensions and subsidies were distributed without incident, we 
know almost nothing about the process, for most of the documents 
relating to this issue are sultanic commands, designed to abolish this 
or that abuse. Usually complaints from pension recipients and local 
administrators preceded rescripts of this kind, but they have not 
survived; all that remains of the letters of complaint are the 
summaries at the beginning of the responses issued in the name of 
the Sultan. A frequent cause for complaint was the late arrival of 
grain deliveries, 1569-70 and 1578-81 being particularly bad years in 
that respect.*° Outside of the pilgrimage season it was very difficult to 
earn money in Mecca, so that the late arrival of official subsidies 
caused distress so acute that pious inhabitants of Mecca could not 
afford to participate in the pilgrimage ceremony on ‘Arafat, even 
though most of the Meccan population took part in this ritual every 
year.37 

Even when subsidies finally arrived in Mecca or Medina a 
disappointment might be in store for the recipients, as the grain was 
often spoilt due to poor storage while in transit. A rescript from the 
year 1583 describes the khan located in Yanbu’, the port of Medina, 
which was in such poor condition that, in the previous year, 3000 
irdeb of wheat sent on behalf of the Deshishe foundation had suffered 
water damage.*® A thorough repair of the khan would have cost 3000 
gold pieces, and the administrator of Jeddah, who had been ordered 
to take care of the matter had done nothing at all, protesting that 
everything in the Hejaz was very expensive. Moreover, the Beduins in 
charge of transporting the grain often stole some of it, mixing earth in 
the sacks so as to prevent detection of their pilfering; of course, 
knowledge of such tricks was not limited to Beduins.*” 

Other complaints concerned money remittances. Sometimes the 
Ottoman administration remitted not the coins most employed in the 
Hejaz, namely para and gold pieces, but a silver coin known as shdhi 
which, as its name indicates, originally was intended for the Iranian 
market. Shahis were minted by the Ottoman administration to make a 
profit from the outflow of silver to Iran, which in spite of all 
prohibitions could not be stopped. When coins were sent instead of 
bars or jewellery, at least minting dues could be charged. Somehow 
the shahis also became current in Syria, where peasants used them for 
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the payment of taxes.’ But this coin never gained acceptance in the 
Hejaz, and recipients of subsidies paid out in skahis had a lot of 
trouble in consequence. Money changers, however, certainly profited 

The conflict of interest occasioned by the employment of the shahr 
for subsidies to the Hejaz was discussed by the kadi of Damascus.*' 
This official explained that at the time of writing (1583) gold and gold 
coins were extremely scarce in Syria. Therefore it was unreasonable 
to demand that local peasants pay their taxes in money, although the 
hadi realized that the remittance of large quantities of silver coins was 
bound to create hardships for the poor of the Hejaz.** The admin- 
istration tried to solve the problem by legislating the rate of exchange 
for the shahi, with what consequences remains unknown.** At other 
times the Ottoman government attempted to keep the shéht out of 
Mecca and Medina altogether, by demanding that these coins be 
exchanged for gold or para before remittance. If gold was scarce and 
expensive, however, the poor of the Hejaz were bound to lose, one 
way or the other. 

Other conflicts arose because people who did not possess any rights 
to official aid managed to secure it nonetheless, or because people 
with political power assigned themselves much higher subsidies than 
those to which they would have normally been entitled.** Quite often, 
officials in charge of distribution kept a share of the subsidies for 
themselves. Sometimes kadis and finance administrators made sure 
that people who did not even live in the Hejaz received grants from 
the foundations intended to benefit the poor of Mecca and Medina.** 
Thus a medrese teacher living in Damascus was being paid for 
teaching at the establishment founded by Sultan Siileyman in Mecca. 
As a result a colleague of his, who did in fact teach at the school, was 
unable to draw his pay. 

In Medina there occurred a long drawn-out dispute involving the 
rights of a group of descendants of the Prophet Muhammad known as 
the Bani Husayn.*° These influential families claimed one third of all 
subsidies sent to Mecca; they possessed a rescript from Sultan Murad 
Ill which assigned them grants-in-aid from the Deshishe foundation. 
This was in itself remarkable. In the sixteenth century, when 
Ottomans and Safawids were frequently at war, the recipients of 
official subsidies normally had to be Sunnis, while the Bani’: Husayn 
were Shi'is. The governor of Egypt opposed the Bani Husayn’s 
demands, pointing out that other legitimate claimants would then 
have to be denied their rights. For a while the opponents of the Banu 
Husayn had the upper hand in Istanbul, and the Sultan’s Council 
denied them official support of any kind. But the Bani Husayn 
insisted and, in the long run, they seem to have been successful, for in 
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the early seventeenth century we find them receiving subsidies out of 
the Egyptian provincial budget.*” 


AN ATTEMPT AT REFORMING THE DISTRIBUTION 
OF SUBSIDIES 


Since complaints concerning the distribution of subsidies concen- 
trated on Medina, an attempt at reform from the year 1594-5 also 
refers principally to this city. Various pious people with claims on the 
ruler’s bounty had reported that, of 6000 irdeb of wheat delivered, one 
third was subtracted straight away (presumably this was the share of 
the Bani Husayn); 1000 irdeb were reserved for the kitchen (probably 
the soup kitchen founded by Sultan Siileyman); and several hundred 
irdeb for administrative personnel and other expenses. This did not 
leave very much for the poor.*® In the answer to this complaint, the 
Ottoman government laid down the principle that employees per- 
forming a service should receive a salary (‘u/ufe), leaving all grants 
defined as alms for the genuine poor. When people in receipt of 
charities died, their rights to subsidies should not pass on to their 
heirs; rather, these vacant positions were to be entered into a special 
register for reassignment to other poor already residing in Medina. 
Candidates for official support could be native to the city or have 
moved there; what mattered was not their origin, but their piety and 
religious learning. Inhabitants of Medina who did not need the 
subsidies and invested them in trade were to be removed from the list 
of subsidy recipients. The same thing applied to people who were 
negligent in the performance of their daily prayers or whose lives were 
not above reproach, Slaves were to be excluded from all subsidies, 
presumably because their owners were responsible for their upkeep. 
Nothing is said about the claims of the Bani Husayn, who had caused 
so much trouble in the recent past. Possibly the Ottoman adminis- 
tration hoped that the matter had resolved itself when Murad III 
increased the Medina subsidies by the amount of 5000 irdeb. Possibly 
the decrease of claimants discussed above should be connected with 
the edict of 1594-5 and the more stringent criteria ordered therein 
But it is impossible to tell whether the stipulations of 1594-5 were 
effective for any length of time. 


TOTAL EXPENDITURES IN FAVOUR OF THEI 
PILGRIMAGE AND THE HOLY CITIES 


Items of information about the different types of Ottoman expendi- 
tures in the Hejaz do not all date from the same year, and cannot 
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therefore be used to put together a hajj-related budget for any given 
year. But to gain a rough overall impression nonetheless, we will add 
up a few figures referring to the major items of expenditure, both 
documented and estimated. We can assume that the Greater 
Deshishe produced about 65,000 akée a year, and the Lesser 
Deshishe about 10,000. From the foundations of Anatolia and 
Rumelia, about 28,000 gold pieces were obtained annually. Subsidies 
from the Egyptian provincial budget amounted to about 23,000 gold 
pieces, but often the sum really expended must have been a great deal 
higher, with an upper limit of about 109,000 gold pieces.*? From the 
customs revenues of Jeddah, which the Ottoman administration had 
abandoned to the Sherif of Mecca, the latter in the 1580s could 
expect to collect about 90,000 gold pieces (see Chapter 7). We thus 
arrive at a total of between 216,000 and 302,000 gold pieces. In 
addition, there was the value of the grain sent to the Hejaz by the 
Egyptian foundations to be taken into account, while expenditures on 
behalf of the Syrian caravan amounted to about 80,000 gold pieces. 
Outside of grain deliveries, the pilgrimage thus cost the late 
sixteenth- and early seventeenth-century Ottoman administration 
anything between 300,000 and 385,000 gold pieces. 

These figures become more meaningful when we compare them to 
other major expenditures of the Ottoman imperial budget. Between 
February 1606 and May 1607, 618,416 gold pieces were spent on the 
Ottoman war effort against the Habsburgs, excluding war matériel 
and a few other expenditures.°° This is remarkable if we consider 
that, for the Ottoman Empire as for early modern European states, 
war was by far the most important item of expenditure. Of course 
these figures can do no more than indicate an order of magnitude, but 
it is still important that a sum of money roughly equivalent to one half 
or two thirds of annual campaign expenses was set aside for 
maintaining a measure of control over the Hejaz. 

In return, the Holy Cities and the surrounding region produced no 
revenues for the Ottoman treasury, apart from the share of the Jeddah 
customs revenues not assigned to the Sherifs. Yet although at the end 
of the sixteenth and the beginning of the seventeenth century the 
position of the Ottoman treasury was quite precarious, as becomes 
obvious from the devaluations of this period, neither the Sultans nor 
members of their Council ever suggested that expenditures for the 
pilgrimage or the Holy Cities be cut down. Only in the late 
seventeenth century, when other wars against the Habsburgs put a 
severe strain on Ottoman resources (1660-4, 1683-99), do we 
observe attempts to cut down drastically on hajj-related expendi- 
tures.*! By contrast, most sixteenth-century Sultans readily increased 
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expenditures on the pilgrimage and the Holy Cities, which indicates 
their political importance. 

The accounts also indicate that Egypt remained the source of most 
subsidies remitted to the Holy Cities; grain and other foodstuffs came 
almost exclusively from this source. Of the 300,000-385,000 gold 
pieces sent to the Hejaz every year, at least 120,000 or about one 
third were derived directly from Egyptian sources. In reality the 
percentage was no doubt higher: a significant share of the Jeddah 
customs revenues, for example, was paid by Egyptian merchants and 
shipowners in the first instance. 

After about 1660, or 1670 at the very latest, this set of arrange- 
ments, which for one and a half centuries had enabled the Ottomans 
to maintain themselves in the Hejaz, was in deep trouble. The 
Mamluk tax collectors were less and less inclined to pass on Egyptian 
tax revenues to Istanbul, and after 1683 regular financing of the 
pilgrimage caravans became all but impossible. When, in the early 
eighteenth century after the war was over, Ottoman administrators 
attempted to reestablish control over the pilgrimage routes, it was 
necessary to rebuild not only £Aédns and fortifications, but, at least in 
Syria, the administrative structure as well. 

The Istanbul authorities of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries 
apparently reasoned that they needed to secure foodstuffs and a safe 
passage to the pilgrims, as well as subsidies to the inhabitants of 
Mecca and Medina, because any obvious failure delegitimized the 
Sultan himself. A flood of rescripts was therefore sent out to prevent 
corrupt practices and ensure that subsidies actually reached the 


intended beneficiaries: 


In the time of my late father, the ruler — may his grave be 
fragrant — [deliveries of money and grains on the part of different 
foundations as well as other payments] were not handed over on 
time, due to the negligence of the provincial governors and the 
avarice and lack of piety among supervisors and Beduin shaykhs. 
Arrears reached scandalous levels, so that the poor of the Holy 
Cities, the servitors [of the different foundations] and the pious 
inhabitants [of the Holy Cities} suffered great want. The Sultan 
has learned of their sorry plight . .. .°? 


Administrative reorganization and the appointment of a new Chief 
Supervisor were meant to secure that 


the Beduin shaykhs take note of the financial probity of the 
Supervisor and thereupon desist from their treason, and instead 
follow the path of justice. Then we will ensure that the wheat 
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deliveries of the Deshishe, alms and salaries reach their 
destinations in full and on time. In this sense, my auspicious 
sultanly writ has been issued and my most noble order sent forth. 


Quite obviously, the legitimacy of the Ottoman Sultan was at stake 
here. 


rr 
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In Praise of Ruler and Religion: 
Public Buildings in Mecca 
and Medina 


When the Ottomans took over Mecca in 1517, they found the Great 
Mosque in the shape which it had received under the early Abbasids 
(750-86), apart from the Ka‘aba which last had been rebuilt in early 
Ummayad times.' After the Ummayad governor al-Hadjdjadj had 
overthrown the Meccan caliph al-Zubayr in 693, he restructured the 
Ka’aba in such a fashion as to get rid of the changes which the 
defeated ruler had imposed. Thereafter, the Ka’aba was a rectangular 
building with a flat wooden roof, the ceiling of teakwood being 
supported by three wooden columns. The only door was located high 
above the courtyard and could be reached by way of a ladder. 

The Great Mosque as a whole consisted of a courtyard bordered by 
galleries on all four sides, with the Ka‘aba approximately in the 
centre. Within the courtyard proper, the area in which pilgrims 
performed their circumambulations was clearly marked off. This part 
of the mosque also contained a small monument commemorating the 
Prophet Ibrahim, the well of Zamzam, from whose water the pilgrims 
usually drink, in addition to a number of minor buildings. Some of 
the latter served the prayer leaders of the four schools of Sunni 
religious law, which in spite of differences in matters of detail are all 
considered equally orthodox. In the early days of Islam, the courtyard 
had been quite small, but since the time of the caliph ‘Umar (634- 
44) it had slowly been extended by the purchase of adjacent houses. 
The gallery, which still retains the shape given to it by the Ottoman 
Sultans, was begun in the days of the Abbasid caliph al-Mansir 
(reigned 754-5). Al-Mansir’s successors al-Mahdi (reigned 775-85) 
and al-Hadi (reigned 785-6) completed the structure, and also built 
the oldest of the seven minarets which were to grace the building in 
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later times. The remnants of the palace which Ummayads and 
Abbasids had inhabited while visiting Mecca were also included in the 
gallery. At this time the latter possessed a flat roof, and the teakwood 
ceiling was partly gilt. Some of the columns were of marble, while the 
remainder had been put together out of different varictics of stone 
and covered with a coating of plaster. At the end of the twelfth 
century the Andalusian pilgrim Ibn Djubayr recorded 471 columns 
and piers.? About the middle of the nineteenth century, the English 
traveller Richard Burton counted 555 supports, the increase being 
probably due to Ottoman additions.* Until about 1950, when a new 

building campaign entirely changed the look of the Great Mosque, 

these Ottoman changes and additions determined its overall appear- 

ance. 

In the Islamic world the Ka‘aba is regarded as a sanctuary built by 

God and the angels and restored several times by different prophets. 

This explains why, throughout the centuries, changes to the building 

were kept to a minimum, though rulers of the first Islamic century 

had fewer qualms about making such changes than their descendants. 

But the veneration accorded the Ka’aba did not mean that the 

remainder of the Great Mosque was also considered sacrosanct; on 

the contrary, galleries and minarets have undergone major changes in 

the course of time. 

A significant reason for public construction in Mecca has already 
been discussed: the prestige of a Muslim ruler to a not inconsiderable 
degree was due to the buildings which he put up to the glory of God 
and the welfare of the pilgrims. Aging and damage, too, have often 
occasioned both restoration and total rebuilding. The attempt to 
create a dignified and even magnificent environment for the 
pilgrimage ceremonies did not limit itself to the Great Mosque, but 
encompassed the entire city of Mecca. Making necessary allowances 
for the different requirements of pious visitors to Medina, the same 
thing applies to that city as well. The two cities also had a number of 
problems in common: water supplies and public hygiene, traffic and 
transportation had to be organized in such a way as to cope with 
major seasonal influxes of people and animals. As building in the 
remote and desert regions of the Hejaz was not only difficult but 
expensive as well, a ruler’s decision to immortalize himself in this 
fashion amounted to a major political statement. 


PIOUS FOUNDATIONS AND CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY 
IN THE OTTOMAN EMPIRE 


During the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, and to a Certain extent in 
the seventeenth as well, Ottoman Sultans, mothers of Sultans and 
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high officials were very active as builders. Mosques were favoured by 
most donors, but the larger sanctuaries were associated with soup 
kitchens, schools for the elementary training of children but also for 
advanced theological study, libraries and many other institutions.4 
The funds needed to operate such a foundation were set aside by the 
donor, who either constructed shops, khans, mills or public baths at 
the same time as the mosque or medrese which formed the core of the 
foundation. Or else the donor assigned previously existing enterprises 
to the upkeep of favoured charities. Highly placed personages, and 
particularly members of the Sultan’s family, often could induce the 
ruler to grant their foundations taxes collected from villages. Thus a 
not inconsiderable transfer of purchasing power from the countryside 
to the city was effected. The size of the foundation indicated the rank 
of the donor; only the Sultan, thus, could build a mosque with two or 
more minarets. 

Public construction was centred upon Istanbul and its immediate 
vicinity.> Mustafa ‘Ali, sharp-eyed and sharp-tongued as ever, has 
concluded that the need for services in a given place was not 
considered when selecting the site of a new foundation.® In his view, 
high visibility and the donor’s prestige were all that counted. But the 
larger and more important provincial cities such as Edirne, Damas- 
cus, Cairo, Mecca and Medina also received a large number of pious 
foundations. Relative to their rather modest permanent populations, 
the two Holy Cities were even particularly privileged in this respect. 


CONSTRUCTION MATERIALS 


Due to the lack of many materials needed in construction, building 
activities in the Hejaz demanded much more organization and 
preparation than construction in almost any other part of the empire 
Building stone was available locally, but timber, iron, bricks and 
marble had to be imported from distant provinces. Timber at times 
was secured from the northern shores of the Black Sea; in 1609-10, a 
Christian sea captain asked for and received permission to buy timber 
in the province of Kefe (Feodosiya) and more particularly Baliklagu 
(Balaklava) for the needs of Medina.? Sometimes timber could be 
secured from the Ottoman arsenal, which possessed monopoly rights 
to large wooded areas of northwestern Anatolia, still heavily forested 
at that time. But wars in the Mediterranean were liable to cut off 
timber supplies, as happened in 1570-3 during the war with Venice 
over the possession of Cyprus. In the building of the Great Mosque 
of Mecca, large quantities of Indian teak were used — a wood so hard, 
according to some experts, that it could be used as a substitute for 
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iron.8 Only some of this teak consisted of recent imports. When older 
parts of the Great Mosque, presumably going back to the Mamluk 
period, were torn down in order to make room for Ottoman projects, 
quite a lot of the salvaged teak was still in good condition and was 
therefore reused in the Ottoman rebuilding of the gallery. 

Iron was used for a variety of purposes: in many monumental 
buildings iron hooks held together large blocks of hewn stone, while 
doors had metal fastenings and windows iron grates.? Vaults were 
often strengthened by iron supports which, though they protruded in 
an obvious and inelegant fashion, secured the structure whenever 
there were doubts concerning the strength of the foundations. When 
vaults were added to the gallery of the Great Mosque of Mecca in the 
second half of the sixteenth century, iron (in addition to the teak 
already stored in Mecca) was employed for just this purpose.!° 
Moreover, iron was needed for nails, and last but not least for the 
shovels and other implements indispensable for the functioning of any 
construction site. 

Iron used in Mecca usually came from the smelting furnaces in the 
area of Samokov, in what is today southern Bulgaria. From there it 
was carried by caravan to Istanbul or to a port on the western shores 
of the Black Sea, and from there to Egypt. The use of iron in the 
Hejaz was made more difficult because the lack of fuel made it all but 
impossible to work iron at the construction site. Thus the Ottoman 
central administration sent ready-made nails to the Hejaz, even though 
the official in charge of this project warned that serious losses would 
be unavoidable.'! After all, quite a few people could use nails... . 

Many items needed for construction or repair of the Great Mosque 
were manufactured in Istanbul, so that upon arrival they only needed 
to be put in place. Manufactured items had to fit fairly stringent 
specifications, and coordination was made difficult by the length of 
time needed to get a response to a query or request. In 1611, when 
the walls of the Ka’aba needed strengthening, a regular public test of 
the items to be employed was held in the capital. Mehmed Agha, 
Chief Architect and responsible for the construction of the Blue 
Mosque, had designed lavishly decorated iron props to support the 
Kaaba from the outside. As Ahmed I wished to see how the supports 
would work, they were set up outside the Edirne gate, at the site 
known as the estate of Davud Pasha. Other gifts to be sent to Mecca 
were also exhibited, and the Sultan attended the ceremony with the 
Grand Vizier, the Shaykh al-Islam and many other dignitaries.'* To 
make sure that the supports would accurately fit the Ka’aba, drawings 
had been made previously, but, for good measure, a team of artisans 
was also sent to Mecca.!3 

Materials to be used in decoration were also brought in from afar. 
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Sultan Murad III sent a quantity of gold to gild the silver doors of the 
Ka’aba, but we do not know whether he used gold from the treasury 
in the Topkapi Palace or tax revenues from less distant provinces 
such as Syria, which could have been reassigned to Mecca.!* Thus a 
multitude of deliveries from southern Rumelia, northwestern Anatolia 
and Istanbul had to arrive more or less punctually in the Hejaz for 
construction to proceed at a smooth pace. On the whole these 
arrangements seem to have worked reasonably well. This was a major 
organizational achievement, particularly since not only construction 
materials, but also workmen were in short supply and had to be 
brought in from outside. 


CONSTRUCTION WORKERS 


When Ewliya was in Mecca in 1672, he noted that the city’s 
inhabitants did not show any interest in the practice of crafts.!5 A 
similar observation can be found in the travel account of the Dutch 
scholar Snouck Hurgronje, who was in Mecca toward the end of the 
nineteenth century; at that time many services needed in the city were 
performed by immigrant Africans.'© Similar evidence exists for 
sixteenth-century Medina; a report concerning the books in the 
library attached to the Prophet’s mosque in Medina, dated 1578, 
states that these books were in urgent need of rebinding. But in the 
whole city there was no suitable bookbinder, ‘and if we do find one he 
will charge a lot of money’.'? The Sultan’s Council therefore decided 
that it was better to bring in a bookbinder from Egypt. Apparently this 
was considered a cheaper solution even though the bookbinder’s 
travel money would add to the cost of his work 

Qualified workers on Ottoman construction sites in the Hejaz often 
came from Syria or Egypt. An account concerning repair work 
undertaken in 1601-2 indicates that wages paid to such workers were 
at a medium level.'* Compared to their colleagues working on an 
official construction site in the Aegean region they were not doing too 
badly, but they made considerably less than could be earned on a 
construction site in Sayda (Sidon) in the year 1616.'? Given the 
instability of prices and exchange rates during this period, however, 
data from different times (even fifteen years apart) and places are 
risky to compare. 

In all likelihood many Syrian and Egyptian construction workers 
did not leave their native provinces voluntarily, but were drafted by 
the Ottoman state. In some instances the opportunity to perform the 
pilgrimage must have been a motivating force. To date the best 
documented of all building projects of the Ottoman ‘classical’ period 
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is the Siileymaniye construction site. If the Siileymaniye constitutes a 
typical case, few slaves were employed on Ottoman official building 
sites, and none are recorded for the construction of the Great Mosque 
of Mecca. Frequently, however, artisans were called up by local kadis 
and assigned to work on public construction.2° Sometimes the kadi 
was told to furnish a given number of stonecutters or masons, and 
sometimes artisans deemed especially skilful were even requested by 
name.*! [t was not easy to escape such a draft, though some craftsmen 
tried as best they could, and the cases in which they succeeded are 
also those about which we know least. 

Wages in public construction were determined by the Ottoman 
government, and were probably lower than craftsmen could get from 
private employers. Some artisans, however, did attempt to better their 
situation. Concerning sixteenth-century Istanbul, we possess a docu- 
ment which shows that dissatisfied artisans demanded and obtained a 
raise; for this purpose, strikes and refusals to work were not 
unknown.” Some craftsmen employed on public building projects in 
the capital simply managed to ‘disappear’, taking up work for private 
persons or else leaving the area.” Similar tactics were employed in 
the Hejaz. Certain stonecutters and blacksmiths managed to enter the 
suites of influential pilgrims and thus return home, much to the 
dissatisfaction of the authorities. 


BUILDINGS AND BUILDING EXPENDITURES 


High food prices, lack of materials and labourers, losses in 
transportation, certainly also the difficulty of supervising officials in a 
remote locality — all contributed to the expense of construction in 
Mecea and Medina. We do not have any comprehensive accounts 
concerning the renovation of the Great Mosque of Mecca under 
Selim Il (reigned 1566-74) and Murad III (reigned 1574-95). Such 
isolated items of expenditure as are known show that the Ottoman 
government was able and willing to expend large sums. In 1571, when 
plans were being made for the renovation of the gallery, 40,000— 
50,000 gold pieces were set aside for the delivery of timber alone. 
Masonry domes were even more expensive.2* The same text reports 
that to cover the gallery by rows of domes would increase the price to 
about 100,000 gold pieces. From a sultanic rescript dated 1568 we 
learn that 50,000 gold pieces had been spent on the four medreses of 
Sileyman the Magnificent (reigned 1520-66), recently completed at 
that time.* Additional expenses may have arisen, moreover, for at the 
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time the rescript was drafted, the previous owners of the land on 
which the medreses had been built had not yet been compensated, 

Smaller repairs in Medina were also quite costly. In 1585 the 
Sultan’s Council planned to spend 10,000 gold pieces on repairs to 
the outer wall of the courtyard of the Prophet’s mosque in Medina.6 
The restoration of the minor fortress of Yanbu’, where the grain 
stores for Medina were kept prior to transportation to the city proper, 
was to cost 50,000 gold pieces. Repairs to 63 hospices for the 
reception of poor pilgrims in Medina were estimated at 32,000 gold 
pieces all told, which means that repairs in Medina at the end of the 
sixteenth century ran to a total of 92,000 gold pieces. In 1564 renewal 
and extension of a single hospice was estimated at a thousand gold 
pieces.?7 

Large sums were also expended on the pipes which carried water 
from the ‘Arafat plateau to Mecca. Since this water carried a large 
amount of sand and pebbles, the pipes were often clogged, and 
cleaning them caused considerable expense. New pipes were also 
added to improve the Meccan water supply. In 1571, 60,000 gold 
pieces were spent on this project alone.?® Transmitting these large 
sums of money to Mecca on time caused the Ottoman fisc 
considerable difficulty. Some of the money was sent from Istanbul, 
while the Egyptian contribution was also substantial. Grain left over 
from last year’s pilgrimage caravan equally was sold to defray 
expenses. A sizable amount of correspondence went back and forth 
between different Ottoman officials, and this doubtlessly increased 
the expense of the project yet further. 

The costliness of building in Mecca and Medina as opposed to less 
out-of-the-way regions becomes apparent when we compare these 
figures to the building expenses of two major Istanbul mosques. The 
Siileymaniye complex — six colleges of law, religion and medicine, a 
hospice, a hospital and a public kitchen, as well as the magnificently 
decorated mausolea of Siileyman the Lawgiver and his consort 
Khurrem Sultan — cost 53,782,980 akce in the course of an eight-year 
construction period. This is equivalent to 896,383 Ottoman gold 
pieces. The Sultan Ahmed mosque (built 1609-17) cost 180,341,803 
akée, but as the akée had dramatically been devalued in the meantime, 
this corresponded to no more than 1,381,245 Ottoman gold coins. In 
size and elaboration, the two complexes were comparable: around the 
Sultan Ahmed mosque clustered a major complex of buildings, 
including a reception pavilion (kasir) for the Sultan, a school, a place 
where drinking water was dispensed and numerous shops.2? Appar- 
ently a vizier intent on building up his image in the manner criticized 
by Mustafa ‘Ali, indeed would have been well advised to build in 
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Istanbul and not in the Holy Cities; he certainly got more value for his 
money.2° But of course the very expense of prestigious construction 
in the Hejaz contributed to the prestige of the rulers who could afford 
to finance it. 

The high cost of a building project could be used to legitimize the 
tuler initiating it, as becomes apparent from a description of the 
repairs which Ahmed I, also responsible for the Sultan Ahmed 
mosque, undertook in Mecca. The account of Ahmed I’s repairs to 
the Great Mosque is found in Dja’fer Efendi’s biography of the 
architect Mehmed Agha, who was in charge of both projects. The 
author recounts that Sultan Ahmed had a spout for rain water, made 
of pure gold, affixed to the roof of the Ka’aba.*! As background 
information, he adds that the Abbasid caliphs, who originally had 
furnished the Ka’aba with a spout of silver gilt, did not possess the 
resources for a more valuable gift. Now this spout was in bad 
condition and needed to be replaced. According to Dja'fer Efendi, by 
contrast the Ottoman Sultan was so rich that he could easily afford 
not only a golden water spout but, if necessary, a golden wall all 
around the Ka’aba. 

This willingness to employ costly materials is all the more 
remarkable in view of the sparing use of gold, silver and other 
valuables in the decoration of the great Sultans’ mosques in Istanbul. 
In the foundation document of the Siileymaniye it is expressly stated 
that the ruler had decided against expensive decorations and in favour 
of a spacious and well-built structure.32 In many other respects, 
however, the Ottoman Sultans when building in Mecca had intro: 
duced features characteristic of public construction in the capital. 
Therefore it is not a matter of chance if, in this particular instance, 
they disregarded Istanbul precedent in favour of a lavish use of 
precious materials. Mehmed Agha’s biographer has attempted an 
explanation: for the Ka’aba he uses the image of the beloved, whose 
beauty is enhanced by her precious jewellery.23 This simile and his 
description of the Ka’aba as a whole contain allusions to mystical 
poetry. Thus two sets of motivations apparently played a role when 
the decision was made to use a profusion of gold and silver in the 
decoration of the Ka‘aba. On the one hand, the Sultan was to be 
legitimized by the display of his extraordinary wealth. On the other 
hand two holy sites, namely the Kaaba as the centre of the world and 
the grave of the Prophet Muhammad in Medina, were to be 
confirmed as different in kind from any other place on earth, even the 
major Sultans’ mosques in Istanbul. And yet at least one of the latter, 
namely the Siileymaniye, had been designed as a monument to the 
triumph of Sunni Islam.** 
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THE RENOVATION OF THE GREAT MOSQUE 
OF MECCA 


During the first fifty years of Ottoman control, major changes were 
made in the Great Mosque of Mecca. The place from which the 
Hanefi prayer leader directed the members of his law school at prayer 
was at first marked by a small two-storey structure. But soon this 
building, which had been erected by a governor of Jeddah, was tom 
down and replaced by a building domed in the manner characteristic 
of Ottoman monumental construction.25 Sultan Siileyman also had 
four theological schools built in the immediate vicinity of the Great 
Mosque; to have medreses form part of major mosque complexes was 
another element of Ottoman building tradition.*° The number four 
was chosen because of the four schools of law recognized as orthodox 
by Sunni Muslims. But it was quite difficult to find suitable teachers 
for the Hanbali and Shafi'i schools. Possibly this lack of personnel 
was the reason why the Ottoman administration later transformed the 
medrese of the Hanbalis into a dar al-hadith, that is a specialized 
school for the study of reports concerning the sayings and doings of 
the Prophet Muhammad.*7? While the Hanbalis were little repre- 
sented in the Ottoman Empire, a dar al-hadith was also the crowning 
feature of the educational system in Siileyman the Magnificent’s 
Istanbul foundation (built 1550-7).5* 

Thus, even though the special traditions of the Holy City were 
initially upheld, specifically Ottoman institutions and building types 
soon appeared in Mecca. But to make the new medreses operate was a 
difficult matter. Ewliya Celebi had noted that Meccans were not very 
enthusiastic about careers of study and teaching in religious law or 
theological studies, and for scholars from the Ottoman core lands 
Mecca proved too remote for comfort and career building.” Under 
these circumstances, it was difficult to prevent the buildings from 
being misused as residences for influential pilgrims, some of whom 
even stabled their mounts there. The central administration time and 
again was obliged to concern itself with complaints concerning the 
functioning of these medreses.1° 

Siileyman the Lawgiver also renovated several of the Great 
Mosque’s minarets. When he ascended the throne, the mosque was 
adorned by six minarets, one of which had been built by the Abbasid 
caliph al-Mansur (reigned 754-5).*! In spite of its venerable age, 
Siileyman the Lawgiver had it torn down in 1524-5 and replaced by a 
new one. The same fate befell a minaret from the time of the Abbasid 
caliph al-Mahdi (reigned 775-85). Instead of the single gallery for the 
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muezzin which had characterized the older building, the new minaret 
was furnished with two galleries; again, multiple galleries were typical 
of the Sultans’ mosques in Istanbul. Toward the end of his reign 
Sultan Siileyman added a further minaret which struck the eye by its 
great height, thereby bringing up the total to seven. But around 1597— 
8, according to a note in the Arabic-language chronicle of Kutb al- 
Din which was translated into Ottoman at this time, possibly by the 
poet Baki, the minarets of the Great Mosque suffered severe 
damage.*? Unfortunately Baki, or whoever else penned the note, does 
not specify what kind of damage this may have been. A fire seems the 
most likely possibility. Nor is there any information about subsequent 
ir work. 


The most important undertaking of this period was the total 
renovation of the galleries surrounding the courtyard of the Great 
Mosque. As the Ka‘aba had retained its shape since Ummayad times, 
the galleries and the minarets were the obvious focus for rebuilding. 
Moreover they determined the appearance of the mosque as a whole. 
A building with a large central dome, the most striking feature of 
Ottoman Sultans’ mosques, could not be accommodated in the Great 
Mosque of Mecca. But it was possible to use a series of small-scale 
domes to cover the galleries.** This feature is also typical of the fully 
developed mosques of the Ottoman classical period, where the visitor 
walks from an exterior open courtyard into a second interior space 
lined by porticoes, where the ablution fountain is normally located.** 
Yet the strict symmetry of Ottoman interior courtyards could not be 
reproduced in Mecca, where a large number of ancient and highly 
decorative gates existed which could not be moved at will. Moreover, 
in consequence of the Meccan courtyard’s great size, its character as 
an open space was a permanent feature, while in many Ottoman 
Sultans’ mosques, and particularly in the Siileymaniye, a broad gallery 
combined with a small amount of unroofed space almost created the 
illusion of a closed room. 

Due to the importance of this building project, which was executed 
in the reigns of Selim II (reigned 1566-74) and Murad III (reigned 
1574-95), there was a considerable amount of official correspond- 
ence, part of which has survived. The decision to build a domed 
gallery was probably taken during the Cyprus war (1570-3), when 
timber could not be imported and the Sultan still wanted to go 
through with the project as quickly as possible.*> Therefore, locally 
available materials had to be used, particularly stone and mortar. 
Despite their haste, the Sultan and his advisers seem to have hesitated 
some time over the final shape of the gallery. In a rescript which 
postdated the first discussion of the domes by a few months, there 
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were renewed references to a gallery in the ‘old style’, that is, with a 
flat roof.4° In March 1573, however, the decision to build a domed 
gallery had finally been taken.*7 In the following year, the architect in 
charge of the project left Istanbul for Mecca.** 

Unfortunately all we know about this personage is his name, 
Mehmed, and the fact that at the time in question he was a palace 
official (Gavush). This is a different person from the Mehmed Agha 
who built the Sultan Ahmed Mosque in Istanbul at the beginning of 
the seventeenth century — and, as we have seen, was also later active 
in Mecca. If he had been involved in the building of the domed 
gallery in his youth, his admiring biographer Dja’fer Efendi would 
not have failed to mention the fact. Mehmed Cavush was not the first 
architect to work on the gallery project, however, as 34 domes had 
been built before he even left Istanbul.4? At this time the Sultan’s 
Council was still deliberating the number of domes to be erected. Ina 
rescript dated 1573 the idea of a structure of 400-500 domes was 
ventilated; but in the end only 152 were actually built.°° 

The final shape of the gallery floor also was the subject of much 
deliberation. In Mamluk times the ground was covered with pebbles. 
The Ottoman structure at first followed the Mamluk example but, by 
about the year 1577, the authorities in Istanbul were debating a more 
magnificent solution.>! As a reason for changing the traditional 
arrangement, it was claimed that most of the worshippers in the Great 
Mosque were poor people, who did not bring their own prayer rugs. 
For these people prostration in ritual prayer was most uncomfortable, 
as the sharp pebbles lacerated their legs. Certain descendants of the 
Prophet and other notables therefore applied to the kadi of Mecca, 
who passed on their wish for a more comfortable arrangement to the 
Ottoman central administration. Thereupon the Sultan ordered a 
floor covering consisting of marble slabs. But when the slabs had 
already been cut, certain inhabitants of Mecca strenuously objected to 
the new solution. Possibly the real reason was that the luxurious 
appearance of the gallery in its new form had aroused objections 
among the more piety-minded inhabitants of Mecca. 

The authorities in Istanbul did not insist on putting in the marble 
slabs. According to the new order, the kadi of Mecca was to invite the 
inhabitants of the city (obviously the more prominent among them) 
and certain building specialists to a conference. After the participants 
had come to an agreement, the kadi was to notify the Istanbul 
authorities of the result. Thus the central administration attempted to 
secure the consent of the more prominent inhabitants of the city 
before new building projects were undertaken. This show of con- 

sideration must have been due to the religious prestige of Mecca on 
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the one hand, and to the enormous distance from the centres of 
Ottoman power on the other. For no evidence of similar consultations 
has come to light where the cities of Anatolia or Rumelia were 
involved; at least in written texts, everybody pretended to believe that 
the Sultan only had to command for his order to be instantly obeyed. 

In the following years, the reconstruction of the gallery proceeded 
apace.52 Already in August-September 1576 the completion of the 
work was celebrated by a commemorative inscription. The text was 
written in Istanbul, but to have it inscribed on a slab of marble the 
authorities looked to a craftsman already present in Mecca or at least 
someone who could be brought in from Egypt. The whole affair was 
not without its political implications, for the kadi of Mecca was 
enjoined to find a master who could write a script that was not only 
elegant, but legible as well. ‘But you [the kadf of Mecca and the 
administrator of Jeddah] must pay attention to the calligrapher and 
have [the text] written in such a fashion that nobody reading it has any 
doubts. The whole affair should be taken care of in this fashion. You 
should also write to us in which place the inscription has been put 
up.’>3 This may serve as some consolation to modern historians an 
epigraphers, who know the problems involved in deciphering a 
perfect-looking inscription; apparently contemporaries were in no 
better position. In the end the inscription was put up close to the gate 
of ‘Abbas, a frequently used entrance into the Great Mosque. 


LIGHTING, PERFUMING AND DECORATING THE 
GREAT MOSQUE 


Chance has preserved a rescript from the last years of Siileyman the 
Lawgiver (1564-5), which gives us some idea of the manner in which 
the Great Mosque must have appeared to worshippers. Unfortu- 
nately, however, this text antedates the rebuilding of the gallery by a 
few years.>* An official in charge of the Meccan water supply, by the 
name of Ibrahim, had complained to the central government that the 
six kantars of wax assigned to the illumination of the mosque during 
night prayers were insufficient for the purpose. Therefore the mosque 
was only lit on dark nights, while at other times pilgrims were forced 
to rely on whatever light was available. This was not a desirable 
situation, as many pilgrims were elderly and handicapped, often even 
unable to see the imam in the dark. It therefore was suggested that the 
yearly allotment of wax be doubled. Some of this wax came in the 
shape of ten large candles, each weighing 10 vukiye according to the 
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standard of Rum, probably about 12.8 kg. Eight of these candles 
illuminated the Ka’aba, while the courtyard was lighted by small 
hanging lamps. These were probably similar to the ones seen on a 
European etching of 1719, where a ring of such lights is shown as 
surrounding the Ka‘aba.>> Throughout the mosque courtyard, 387 
such lamps (kandil) had been distributed; however, as olive oil 
recently had been in short supply, 285 lamps remained unlighted. 
There were also complaints about the fact that most of the mosque 
illumination was extinguished after night prayers, since visitors to the 
mosque kept coming at any time. The administrator therefore asked 
for a 150 kantar increase in the amount of olive oil allotted to the 
mosque. 

In his response, the old Sultan emphasized his benevolent interest 
in all pilgrims, and promised to send ten large candelabras, as well as 
the wax and olive oil required for keeping the mosque lighted 
throughout the night. In addition, the text is interesting because it 
mentions the measures intended to prevent misuse of the Sultan’s 
gifts: the kadi was to enter the donation into his register and future 
judges were enjoined to abide by the stipulations of the rescript. 
However, in the absence of the Meccan kadi registers, we have no way 
of knowing how long these instructions really were carried out. There 
seems to be some room for doubt, as a rescript dated March 1568 
refers to golden candelabras sent to the Holy City as a gift. They had 
not been properly recorded and were now regarded as lost, while wax 
and olive oil also had not been used for their appointed purposes.*¢ 

In 1564-5 Ibrahim, the administrator of water resources already 
referred to, requested a donation of 250 gold pieces to pay for the 
perfumes which were twice a year sprinkled over the Ka’aba. Up to 
Siileyman the Lawgiver’s last years, this ceremony had not in any way 
been supported out of official funds, and Ibrahim now suggested 
that sandalwood, rose water, amber and musk be supplied.5? When 
committing himself to make this donation every year, Sultan 
Siileyman expressed the hope that this act of his be recorded among 
his meritorious deeds; presumably he had both this world and the 
next in mind. Yet his death apparently prevented these gifts from 
arriving with any regularity. In 1569-70 the new Sultan’s Council 
had to concern itself with a petition by Mecca’s influential Kadi 
Hiiseyin, to the effect that for two years no money for perfumes had 
arrived from Jeddah, so that it had become necessary to borrow 500 
gold pieces.58 

The two texts establishing Sultan Siileyman’s donations are 
remarkable for their discussion of motivation, which otherwise so 
often is absent from Ottoman official records. They show that 
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religious motives and considerations of political legitimation were 
inextricably intertwined in the minds of the Sultans and their officials. 

Discussions concerning religious and political aspects of the 
pilgrimage also occurred in connection with the various coverings 
used in the Great Mosque, the largest of which was the Ka‘aba 
covering. Down to the reign of Ahmed I (reigned 1603-17), this piece 
of fabric was sent from Egypt, as had already been the practice in 
Mamluk times. From the time of Ahmed I, the lavishly decorated 
coverings sent whenever a new ruler ascended the Ottoman throne 
were made in Istanbul, leaving only the ‘ordinary’ coverings, which 
were prepared every year, to be manufactured in Cairo.5? Generally 
the coverings were black, as had been the custom instituted in 
Abbasid times; for black was the colour of this dynasty. But in the late 
sixteenth century, the Ottomans for a while experimented with a 
white covering, for in the Meccan sun, black dye rapidly faded, giving 
the covering an unsightly appearance. Samples accordingly were sent 
to Istanbul, where it was decided to henceforth use black lettering on 
a white ground. No document so far has been located which explains 
why this eminently practical reason did not in the long run prevent a 
return to a black covering.©° 

Sixteenth- to eighteenth-century illustrations of the Ka’aba gener- 
ally show a covering that is only slightly decorated, mainly by a band 
of cloth with an inscription mentioning the name of the reigning 
Sultan, although in the later sixteenth century Ottoman artists seem 
to have experimented for a while with a different design. From a 
rescript dated December 1577/January 1578, we learn that at this 
time it was customary to add a band decorated with versets from the 
Koran to the bottom of the covering. The Sultan’s Council now 
ordered a change of design, however, which involved leaving out the 
Koranic inscription. The reasoning behind this prohibition was that 
when a large number of worshippers pressed around the Ka’aba, the 
inscription was bound to be trampled underfoot. Unfortunately we do 
not know whether at this time the covering was still white or had 
reverted to its original black colour.®! 

Other coverings used in the Great Mosque were those veiling the 
three columns bearing the Ka’aba ceiling. In 1566-7, the columns 
themselves had been in bad condition and the Sultan’s Council had 
ordered their repair. Evidence from 1592-3 refers to the custom of 
renewing the column hangings at the accession of a new ruler. During 
the reign of Murad III, which by that time was already drawing to a 
close, this custom had been neglected. Now the ruler consented to 
pay for new hangings and for some other urgent repairs as well, but 
there obviously was some concern at the prospect of yet further 


expense. 
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MECCAN FOUNDATIONS OUTSIDE THE 
GREAT MOSQUE 


In the second half of the sixteenth century, the Mamluk foundations 
of Sultans Ka’it Bay, Kansth al-Ghiri and Cakmak were still in 
existence, even though certain administrators supposedly had stolen 
most of the revenues. In the case of Ka’ it Bay’s foundation, the deficit 
thus incurred amounted to 2000 gold pieces, while the kadi Hiiseyin 
Maliki, at that time also in charge of the Maliki medrese, stood accused 
of having misappropriated 600 gold pieces. As a result, the 
foundations were operating at less than optimum efficiency, and 
certain services essential to the cleanliness of the area surrounding 
the Great Mosque were not being performed.® By the end of Murad 
III’s reign, both the upper and the lower level of the medrese founded 
by Ka’it Bay were in ruins, and the same applied to the rooms and 
chambers situated along the pilgrims’ way between Safa and Marwa, 
which belonged to the same foundation. But these buildings, along 
with other foundations dating back to the Mamluk period, were 
considered to be capable of repair, at least in part.°* Nor was the 
foundation of the Mamluk amir Djanibeg in much better case. Three 
chambers belonging to this foundation were so ruinous that they were 
in immediate danger of collapse, and the reporting official felt that the 
structure endangered passers-by and might even place the Great 
Mosque in jeopardy.® In almost all these cases, the administration in 
Istanbul blamed the embezzling of foundation administrators, pre- 
sumably Mamluks for the most part. With hindsight, their depreda- 
tions may be viewed as part of an appropriation process, as a result of 
which Egyptian revenues increasingly were retained by the Mamluks, 
and which was to gather yet further momentum in the seventeenth 
century. 

Rather more active was the soup kitchen which Siileyman the 
Lawgiver had established in the name of his deceased consort the 
Khaseki Khurrem. No information is available on its architectural 
form, but there were frequent discussions on the grain it was to 
receive from Egypt. In early 1589 there seems to have been a gigantic 
corruption scandal. Almost 700,000 para of Egyptian revenues 
pertaining to the foundation had not been collected; unjustified claims 
of shipwreck had been made to cover up irregularities by the 
administrators, who had been aided in their trickery by an organiza- 
tional confusion which may well have been deliberate. 

We possess some evidence on the operation of the foundations 
established by the Grand Vizier Sokollu Mehmed Pasha (died 1579); 
a hospital he founded will occupy us in another context. But he was 
also the founder of a lunatic asylum, which he financed in an unusual 
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manner: he had one of his ships sold, and obtained a promise from 
the Sultan that the provincial treasury of Egypt would lend him 
enough money to make up the total of available funds to 10,000 gold 
pieces. Mehmed Pasha’s foundation also contained a public bath, still 
functioning in the 1670s, although there had been complaints in 
connection with some ‘funny business’ concerning the replacement of 
the larger of the two boilers. The Grand Vizier had determined that 
any surpluses from the revenue-producing parts of his foundation 
should be spent toward the repair of the buildings. This rule and the 
overall wealth of the foundation may explain why, in spite of 
complaints concerning incompetent or corrupt administrators, the 
institution was able to function for a hundred years and more.®? 
Murad IV had been only moderately active in furthering public 
construction. But among his buildings in Mecca there was a lodge 
(tekke) held by members of the Nakshbendi order of derwishes, who 
received stipends for praying for the Sultan’s soul. In 1643-4, only a 
few years after the founder’s death, there already were complaints 
that these stipends were not being distributed according to the 
register of official subsidies (siirre), and that people of political 
influence were using the foundation to reward their own adherents. 
By the middle of the seventeenth century, a Mewlewi derwish lodge 
was also in operation, founded by the Kapudan Pasha Musa. This 
lodge apparently received some of its support from faraway Bosnia, 
and the complaint was heard that local holders of military tax 
assignments retained the Mewlewikhane’s revenues for their own 
benefit. According to the custom of Ottoman Anatolia and Rumelia, 
the foundation also received the interest from a sum of money that a 
benefactor had assigned to it; but in this case as well, the Mewlewi 
derwishes had difficulty obtaining what was due to them.®8 


ATTEMPTS AT URBAN PLANNING 


With the completion of the gallery, which is in use to the present day, 
albeit dwarfed by the enormous additions of the 1950s and 1960s, 
financial means became available for another ambitious project. In the 
reign of Murad Ill (1574-95) it was decided to remove the town 
quarters immediately adjacent to the mosque; apparently an open 
square was meant to take their place. Here again, so it seems, the 
model of the great Sultans’ mosques of Istanbul, Bursa and Edirne 
was at the back of Ottoman planners’ minds.®? For a ‘classical’ Otto- 
man mosque not only was flanked by medreses, libraries, soup kitchens 
and similar institutions, but also possessed an outer courtyard where 
no houses could be built, although these areas sometimes were used 
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MECCAN FOUNDATIONS OUTSIDE THE 
GREAT MOSQUE 


In the second half of the sixteenth century, the Mamluk foundations 
of Sultans Ka‘it Bay, Kansah al-Ghuri and Cakmak were still in 
existence, even though certain administrators supposedly had stolen 
most of the revenues. In the case of Ka’ it Bay’s foundation, the deficit 
thus incurred amounted to 2000 gold pieces, while the kadi Hiseyin 
Maliki, at that time also in charge of the Maliki medrese, stood accused 
of having misappropriated 600 gold pieces. As a result, the 
foundations were operating at less than optimum efficiency, and 
certain services essential to the cleanliness of the area surrounding 
the Great Mosque were not being performed.® By the end of Murad 
IIl’s reign, both the upper and the lower level of the medrese founded 
by Ka’it Bay were in ruins, and the same applied to the rooms and 
chambers situated along the pilgrims’ way between Safa and Marwa, 
which belonged to the same foundation. But these buildings, along 
with other foundations dating back to the Mamluk period, were 
considered to be capable of repair, at least in part.°* Nor was the 
foundation of the Mamluk amir Djanibeg in much better case. Three 
chambers belonging to this foundation were so ruinous that they were 
in immediate danger of collapse, and the reporting official felt that the 
structure endangered passers-by and might even place the Great 
Mosque in jeopardy. In almost all these cases, the administration in 
Istanbul blamed the embezzling of foundation administrators, pre- 
sumably Mamluks for the most part. With hindsight, their depreda- 
tions may be viewed as part of an appropriation process, as a result of 
which Egyptian revenues increasingly were retained by the Mamluks, 
and which was to gather yet further momentum in the seventeenth 
century. 

Rather more active was the soup kitchen which Siileyman the 
Lawgiver had established in the name of his deceased consort the 
Khaseki Khurrem. No information is available on its architectural 
form, but there were frequent discussions on the grain it was to 
receive from Egypt. In early 1589 there seems to have been a gigantic 
corruption scandal. Almost 700,000 para of Egyptian revenues 
pertaining to the foundation had not been collected; unjustified claims 
of shipwreck had been made to cover up irregularities by the 
administrators, who had been aided in their trickery by an organiza- 
tional confusion which may well have been deliberate. 

We possess some evidence on the operation of the foundations 
established by the Grand Vizier Sokollu Mehmed Pasha (died 1579); 
a hospital he founded will occupy us in another context. But he was 
also the founder of a lunatic asylum, which he financed in an unusual 
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manner: he had one of his ships sold, and obtained a promise from 
the Sultan that the provincial treasury of Egypt would lend him 
enough money to make up the total of available funds to 10,000 gold 
pieces. Mehmed Pasha’s foundation also contained a public bath, still 
functioning in the 1670s, although there had been complaints in 
connection with some ‘funny business’ concerning the replacement of 
the larger of the two boilers. The Grand Vizier had determined that 
any surpluses from the revenue-producing parts of his foundation 
should be spent toward the repair of the buildings. This rule and the 
overall wealth of the foundation may explain why, in spite of 
complaints concerning incompetent or corrupt administrators, the 
institution was able to function for a hundred years and more.®? 
Murad IV had been only moderately active in furthering public 
construction. But among his buildings in Mecca there was a lodge 
(tekke) held by members of the Nakshbendi order of derwishes, who 
received stipends for praying for the Sultan’s soul. In 1643-4, only a 
few years after the founder’s death, there already were complaints 
that these stipends were not being distributed according to the 
register of official subsidies (siirre), and that people of political 
influence were using the foundation to reward their own adherents. 
By the middle of the seventeenth century, a Mewlewi derwish lodge 
was also in operation, founded by the Kapudan Pasha Misa. This 
lodge apparently received some of its support from faraway Bosnia, 
and the complaint was heard that local holders of military tax 
assignments retained the Mewlewikhane’s revenues for their own 
benefit. According to the custom of Ottoman Anatolia and Rumelia, 
the foundation also received the interest from a sum of money that a 
benefactor had assigned to it; but in this case as well, the Mewlewi 
derwishes had difficulty obtaining what was due to them.®8 


ATTEMPTS AT URBAN PLANNING 


With the completion of the gallery, which is in use to the present day, 
albeit dwarfed by the enormous additions of the 1950s and 1960s, 
financial means became available for another ambitious project. In the 
reign of Murad III (1574-95) it was decided to remove the town 
quarters immediately adjacent to the mosque; apparently an open 
Square was meant to take their place. Here again, so it seems, the 
model of the great Sultans’ mosques of Istanbul, Bursa and Edirne 
was at the back of Ottoman planners’ minds.®? For a ‘classical’ Otto- 
man mosque not only was flanked by medreses, libraries, soup kitchens 
and similar institutions, but also possessed an outer courtyard where 
no houses could be built, although these areas sometimes were used 
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as cemeteries. These outer courtyards isolated the mosque from the 
mass of urban houses and ensured its heightened visibility. The Great 
Mosque of Mecca, by contrast, had no remarkable facade apart from 
a number of monumental gateways, and often houses crowded in the 
immediate vicinity of the sanctuary. Thus Murad III’s project aimed 
at creating a completely new urban form. It is not surprising that well- 
to-do Meccans who owned these houses, and during the pilgrimage 
season rented them to pilgrims at a good price, were less than 
enthusiastic about this project.7? These people were able to mount a 
degree of opposition, the outlines of which can be dimly perceived 
through the surviving documentation. At the other end of the social 
scale, poorer pilgrims were also affected. Quite a few hostels serving 
the needs of this group had been located near the Great Mosque, and 
now they were demolished one by one. 

House owners and administrators of pious foundations received 
compensations from the Treasury, as the Sultan would not have 
gained religious merit if the land and buildings in question had been 
acquired in a way regarded as unjust by Islamic law.”! An estimate 
was made of the buildings’ value, and the sum of 27,000 Ottoman 
gold pieces set aside for compensation purposes. Unfortunately 
nothing is known about the fairness or otherwise of the assessment 
process, nor can we tell whether the former owners could acquire new 
houses in other parts of the city. At first a mode of payment was 
adopted that placed poorer owners at a grave disadvantage, for the 
Egyptian finance administration was put in charge of compensation 
and effected payments in Cairo. People without contacts in Egypt 
were bound to suffer grave losses if they tried to convert documents 
issued by Cairene finance officials into ready cash locally. At the last 
moment, however, the central administration decided to effect 
payment in Mecca after all.72 


WATER SUPPLIES 


This wholesale restructuring aimed to provide the Great Mosque 
with an environment that was not only imposing but also clean and 
free from unwelcome smells. These were difficult problems in a hot, 
periodically overcrowded city where water was at a premium. The 
first precondition was an improved water supply, which involved 
both an increased volume of water to be brought into the city and a 
better distribution of the available water over the different parts of 
Mecca. The main water pipes, which led from the plateau of ‘Arafat 
to the Great Mosque, were being repaired in 1564-5.73 By April 
1571, work was still continuing, as 3000 gold pieces had been 
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earmarked for wages; at that time the Egyptian stonecutters and 
blacksmiths had not been paid for a full five years. Yet, during this 
period, the stonecutters had prepared enough stones to secure the 
completion of the project.7* 

Some of the delays were due to technical difficulties. A rescript 
from the year 1580 discusses the fact that the water channel had not 
been made as smooth as would have been necessary.7> As a result, the 
water did not flow regularly but was collected in pools, and very little 
of it arrived in the Holy City. To rectify this mistake an important 
sum of money was set aside. But even if there were no technical 
defects, the pipes were liable to get clogged with the sand and gravel 
carried along by the water. In 1573, Kadi Hiiseyin of Mecca pleaded 
in favour of the cleaning personnel employed by the water adminis- 
tration, whose modest pay was insufficient in a time of scarcity.7° In 
addition, the foundation used slaves as cleaners. In 1573 there were 
42 “Arab’ (that is, presumably, black) slave women employed at this 
task, the remnant of a contingent of a hundred donated some time 
previously by an Ottoman princess; the remainder either had died or 
else run away. In addition, Siileyman Pasha on his voyage to India had 
acquired 40 ‘Arab’ (in this case, probably, southern) Indians. Of 
these 40, 22 people survived at the time of the rescript; but since the 
text mentions their salaries (‘u/a/e) they may have come to the Hejaz 
as free labourers, or else they were manumitted in the course of time. 
In 1573 the remaining slaves were also freed.77 

Water was distributed to individual quarters with the help of special 
devices; in 1568 these were in the course of construction. We possess 
a sultanic rescript in which an Egyptian specialist in this art was 
ordered to travel to Mecca and participate in the task.78 Certain 
quarters had been given pious foundations which allowed the 
inhabitants to make better use of the available water. In 1567-77 we 
find the Grand Vizier Sokollu Mehmed Pasha building a public bath, 
and the kadi of Mecca was instructed to aid him in this undertaking.7? 
Previously Sultan Siileyman had established a foundation intended to 
supply the inhabitants of Mecca with drinking water. But by 1585 the 
Sultan’s Council had to deal with a complaint that for 20 years this 
foundation had not been providing any water, which means it stopped 
working at about the time of the founder’s death.8° The foundation’s 
employees, meanwhile, had not failed to draw their pay. In 1581 the 
Sultan and his Council expressed their dissatisfaction at the Meccan 
water supply: after so much treasure had been expended, a kurna full 
of water still cost four or five para.5! 

In addition to the establishment of Ottoman pious foundations 
serving the Meccans’ need for water, those remaining from Mamluk 
times were restored. However, the amount of 15,000 gold pieces 
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which was demanded for this purpose seemed excessive to the central 
administration; we do not know how much money was ultimately 
assigned.* In addition, there was the perennial problem of preventing 
well-to-do residents of the city from diverting the water to their own 
gardens and houses, an issue all to familiar from the Ottoman core 
provinces as well. 

Water supplies in Jeddah were even more precarious than in 
Mecca, and the inhabitants largely depended on cisterns. In 1573, 
there were plans to instal water pipes, as Sultan Siileyman had 
stipulated as much in his will, and his son Selim I] made an effort to 
honour his father’s wishes. But the experts asked for their pro- 
fessional opinion were not sanguine. The pipe would have to be 
79,910 arshin (63,768.18 metres) long, and some of it would have to 
be cut into solid rock. In addition, the land around Jeddah was saline 
and salt was liable to get into the water, making it bitter. As a result, 
the project was given up, and additional water reservoirs were 
commissioned as a palliative.** 


OTHER URBAN SERVICES 


A further precondition for keeping the streets of Mecca and 
particularly the mosque courtyard clean and orderly was to lodge even 
the poorest pilgrims in hostels of one sort or another. 


The poor people who come to pay a visit to the noble Ka‘aba do 
not have a determined spot [in which to spend the night]. 
Therefore they settle in a corner of the noble sanctuary and this 
is dirtied, so that lice are propagated.... Therefore Her 
Highness the late princess had purchased a piece of land close to 
the soup kitchen she had established, and suitable for the 
construction of a hostel for the afore-mentioned people.** 


This rescript from the year 1556 refers to a topic which was to gain 
importance in subsequent years, namely the construction of simple 
housing for pilgrims who otherwise would have spent the night 
outdoors or on the mosque premises themselves. When a poor pilgrim 
fell sick, the situation became particularly difficult. 


We hear that certain sick and helpless persons spend both day 
and night in the noble sanctuary because they do not have the 
force to leave [the premises]. Now my ... Grand Vizier . . . has 
found a suitable house in the vicinity of the Great Mosque. It 
consists of a rectangular courtyard whose sides have been roofed 


In Praise of Ruler and Religion 111 


‘over. This he has purchased from the [previous] proprietor for a 
[suitable] price. Also, he has had a public bath built in the 
vicinity of the Great Mosque, and the income it produces should 
be spent on the things needed by these sick people. It should also 
be used to purchase shrouds for the dead. 


However, the problem of finding appropriate lodgings for all pilgrims 

was made more difficult by the Sultan’s ambitious project of 

restructuring, to which quite a few of the existing hostels had been 
i 86 


Another difficult problem was the cleaning of the Meccan streets. 
This was important since the dirt, if not removed, in time found its 
way into the Great Mosque, located as it is in the lowest part of the 
city.27 In 1577 the mosque courtyard had just undergone a thorough 
cleaning. “But if people throw their garbage into the street, in the 
event of a flood the places just cleaned will fill up again, so that the 
cleaning has to be repeated.’ Therefore the Sultan’s Council ordered 
hadi and Sherif to make sure the inhabitants of Mecca deposited their 
garbage in a place outside the city limits designated expressly for the 
purpose. Unfortunately, we have no way of knowing how this worked 
out in practice. 

Thus the Ottoman administration was concerned with both 
aesthetic and hygienic problems. However, these two categories are 
characteristic of twentieth- and not of sixteenth-century thinking. 
Ottoman administrators were simply trying to ensure that the 
pilgrimage took place in a dignified atmosphere consonant with the 
importance of the event. Apart from dirt and evil smells, quite a few 
other phenomena were regarded as inimical to the solemnity of the 
pilgrimage, such as high houses which afforded a view into the 
sanctuary, and particularly the use of the courtyard of the Great 
Mosque for purposes not immediately related to worship.*® It seems 
that Ottoman administrators regarded casual and quasi-domestic use 
of the mosque courtyard as a sign of disrespect toward the sanctuary. 
That Iranian inhabitants of Mecca had a different view of proper use 
of the mosque courtyard only made the problem more intractable: 
‘Some Iranians known for their heretical views . . . disturb the pious 
who have assembled for worship in the courtyard of the mosque. In 
the evening they come with their womenfolk and families, with their 
cushions and cradles to sit down in the mosque court, and there is no 
end to their inappropriate behaviour.’’? In this respect at least we 
observe certain parallels to Christian Europe in the early modern 
period. Both churchmen of the post-Tridentine Church and Ottoman 
administrators were concerned about establishing a sharper division 
between the sacred and the profane areas of life, and ensuring that 
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behaviour at holy places was marked by restraint and a show of 
respect and decorum,”? 

To permit pilgrims to concentrate on their religious experience, the 
Ottoman administration also needed to solve problems which today 
would fall within the province of the police, Traffic posed its own 
special difficulties, Thus the way between the hills of Safa and 
Marwa, on which the pilgrims hurry to and fro in memory of 
Ibrihim’s repudiated wife Hidjar/Hagar, had long since become an 
urban business street, Traders displayed their goods, and their stalls 
constituted a great obstacle to the movement of the pilgrims. To limit 
the damage, the Ottoman authorities prohibited the establishment of 
new shops,?! But the previously existing shops continued to operate, 
and only in the twentieth century was the street between Safa and 
Marwa incorporated into the sanctuary and reserved for the exclusive 
use of pilgrims, 

Other problems were connected with the markets where ‘cooks, 
sellers of cooked sheeps’ heads, butchers and other people of dubious 
respectability assemble and try to attract the custom of the pilgrims, 
Sneak thieves also make use of the opportunity to steal the purses of 
the Muslims and rob them of their money."?? Yet the market was 
necessary, for the pilgrims could not have fed themselves without its 
existence, Therefore the Council of the Sultan merely decided to 
banish it to a locality remote from the Great Mosque. But in other 
parts of Mecca, too, makeshift huts and tents where food and coffee 
were offered for sale cluttered up the public thoroughfare and 
hindered the pilgrims at their devotions. While the Ottoman central 
administration made every effort to keep the public thoroughfares 
open, the success of its efforts depended upon the cooperation of the 
Sherif and, last but not least, on that of the merchants themselves 

The available rescripts convey the impression that the Ottoman 
central government had a notion of what constituted a well-organized 
pilgrimage city, and was trying to realize this conception as a whole. 
Appreciable sums of money were invested in the city’s infrastructure 
sO as to create conditions allowing pilgrims to fulfil their religious 
duties in a dignified setting. By the creation of a city specifically 
geared to the needs of pilgrims and closely supervised by kadi and 
Sherif, the Ottoman political class attempted to legitimize the Sultan’s 
rule. Unfortunately, and for reasons which at present remain 
unknown, almost all the evidence concerning Ottoman urban 
planning is confined to the second half of the sixteenth century. As to 
the seventeenth, the only project on which we possess evidence 
concerns the Great Mosque. However, here at least the available 
sources allow us to figure out the political considerations behind a 
major rebuilding project. 
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‘The reconstruction campaigns of the sixteenth century had left the 
Ka‘aba untouched. Apart from a few medieval repairs, this was still 
the building erected by al-Hadjdjadj after the defeat of al-Zubayr in 
693, However, by the late sixteenth century the first warnings were 
heard that the Ka’aba was structurally in poor condition.?* But some 
theological and legal experts were opposed to the idea of tampering 
with the building in any way, and the Ottoman administration 
accepted these views without demur. Only the young Sultan Ahmed 
(reigned 1603-17), who was responsible for one of the last major 
mosques in the ‘classical’ style, decided to do something to support 
the greatly weakened structure of the Ka’aba. Even then the walls 
were left untouched. Instead, as we have seen, the building was 
supported from the outside by a set of braces, an iron belt on supports 
intended to contain the outward pressure of the walls.?> Moreover, 
the rainpipe of the Ka’aba was replaced; this was not a merely 
utilitarian measure, as the spout is located at a place where the faithful 
prefer to pray and hope for the fulfilment of their prayers. In addition, 
most of the roof of the Ka’aba was replaced and damage to the walls 
repaired. Precious materials were used in abundance. Apart from the 
installation of a rain spout made of pure gold, already mentioned in 
another context, the three columns in the interior of the Ka‘aba 
received a decoration made of gold and silver. Moreover a silver tablet 
over the entrance to the building was replaced by a tablet made of gold. 

Eyen so the restoration of Sultan Ahmed’s time did not really 
strengthen the Ka’aba’s structure. This became apparent in 1630, 
when Mecca suffered a serious flood. While occurrences of this 
kind were quite frequent, this particular flood was so destructive that 
contemporary observers thought it without precedent. Due to its 
geographical location the Great Mosque of Mecca has suffered from 
flash floods down to very recent times. In many desert areas, 
Tainwater does not enter the earth’s crust but will flow down the 
Surface in wadts. The Great Mosque is situated in the middle of such 
4 wadi, which is normally dry but fills up rapidly in case of 
precipitation. In 1630 not only the mosque courtyard but the entire 
lower city were under water, and many people were drowned. The 
chronicler Siiheyli reports that the water came up to the key in the 
lock of the Ka‘aba door, which is situated high above the ground.%7 
For three entire days the water remained in the mosque courtyard 
and, when it finally withdrew, a mud layer as deep as the height of a 
man had been deposited. This mud soon dried and turned hard as 
stone, so that it had to be specially moistened before finally it could be 
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The walls of the ‘Ancient House’ were too weak for this additional 

stress and a subsequent investigation showed that it was about to 
collapse. Thereupon the Sherif called a meeting of the prominent 
inhabitants of the city.7* While such assemblies of notables did not 
Possess a corporate existence and at first glance seem quite informal 
gatherings, at least in Mecca they were frequently convoked and 
played an active role in the 1630s rebuilding of the Ka‘aba. So we 
may assume that similar meetings had accompanied previous con- 
struction projects too. But, apart from the chronicle of Kutb al-Din, 
sixteenth-century sources are oriented toward the central adminis- 
tration and not toward local personalities, which explains why we only 
hear about assemblies of notables in connection with a later event, 
namely the restoration of the Ka’aba. Moreover, as changes of any 
kind to the building fabric of the Ka’aba were being challenged from 
a religious point of view, the Ottoman administration may have felt 
more need for consultation than in the case of earlier projects. 

It was probably this assembly which decided to give the surveyor 
and construction expert ‘Ali b. Shams al-Din the responsibility of sav- 
ing the Ka‘aba from collapse.?? The administrator of Jeddah was 
requested to furnish some timber which happened to be in the port, 
and this soon arrived. According to a declaration by the supreme 
miifiis of the four schools of law, the restoration of the Ka‘aba was a 
religious responsibility which the Sherif had to undertake in the 
Sultan’s place. But representatives of the Ottoman central adminis- 
tration were approached directly as well: 


Sherif Mas’tid hurried to send one or two messengers to the 
province of Egypt, in order to truthfully and in all the necessary 
detail notify Mehmed Pasha, the governor of Egypt who knows 
no equals, as a representative of the Sultan. The messengers 
began their journey on Monday and reached Cairo at the end of 
the noble month of Ramadan. They were granted an audience 
with the governor, and submitted a statement by the inhabitants 
of Mecca and a petition by the Sherifs. After having informed 
himself about the situation, the aforementioned vizier forwarded 
the statement and the petition to the Sultan’s palace and thus 
informed His Majesty, the ruler.!0° 


But the governor of Egypt, due to his special responsibility for the 
affairs of the Hejaz, also took action independently. He ordered the 
remittance of further construction materials from Egypt and sent over 
Ridwan Agha, the commander of his Circassian Mamluks.'°! To 
emphasize the importance of his mission, the latter was promoted to 
the rank of beg. At first Ridwan Beg was meant to represent the 
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" govemor merely until further orders were received from Istanbul. But 
was confirmed im office'®? and if Saheyli’s account of the 
is more or less realistic, Ridwan Beg should be considered 
the person actually in charge of the Ka‘aba restoration." This would 
mean that the decision not to attempt any further half-measures, but 
to take down the walls of the Ka’aba stone by stone, and then to 
rebuild the structure according to the old plan, was taken by Ridwan 
Beg himself. Or, if the plan originally had been devised by someone 
emia responsible for its execution. 

Ridwan Beg was not an architect but an administrator and a 
political coordinator: he had to make sure that everything needed for 
the construction project was brought in from Egypt on time, and for 
that purpose needed to maintain good relations with the governor and 
te Mami of Egypt. But the consent of the Meccan notables was 

also indispensable and could never be taken for granted. Just when 
the mosque courtyard had been cleaned up to some extent, and the 
work of taking down the walls of the Ka‘aba stone by stone was about 
to begin, the Shafi'i chief muifiz voiced his objections.'* In the latter’s 
opinion, a step of this importance could only be undertaken after the 
Sultan had given his formal consent. Ridwan Beg then proceeded to 
furnish himself with a legal opinion to the contrary, which certain 
Meccan scholars supplied in short order — there was even another 
Shafi’ muftr in this group. From the moment in which it was possible 
to fully assess the damage to the Ka’aba, many scholars had 
encouraged the authorities to proceed as rapidly as possible. 

The technical aspects of the job concerned building experts and 
surveyors. We hear nothing of architects sent from Istanbul, who so 
often had been active in Mecca during the sixteenth century. Probably 
the experts consulted were Syrians or Egyptians who happened to be 
in Mecca at the time. Their main concern was to protect themselves 
from future recriminations by informing the notables as quickly as 
possible of every step taken. Thus a meeting was called before the 
walls of the Ka‘aba had been taken down completely, in which 
Ridwan Beg participated along with the Sherif of Mecca and other 
prominent personalities. Here the experts formally declared that even 
the remaining sections of the Ka’aba walls lacked solidity: ‘Do not 
blame us in this matter and do not say: Why did you not tell us that 
before!’!°5 However, certain scholars were still opposed to the 
dismantling of what remained of the Ka’aba. Ridwan Beg responded 
by soliciting another legal opinion, which explicitly incorporated the 
opinion of the experts. Only when this latter opinion also favoured the 
project, did he allow the workmen to proceed. In the course of all 
this, building experts and surveyors appear to have played only a 
subordinate role. As a perusal of their biographies shows, people like 
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Sinan the Architect (about 1498-1588) or Mehmed Agha, the builder 
of the Sultan Ahmed Mosque, seem to have been assertive 
personalities with considerable self-confidence.!°° But nothing of the 
kind is apparent from the behaviour of the Meccan craftsmen. 

Siiheyli’s chronicle reflects the administrative mechanisms which 
made possible the taking down and later rebuilding of the Ka‘aba. He 
has also recorded the actual progress of the work in amazing detail.!” 
As a first step, the Ka‘aba was surrounded by a kind of fence. While 
pilgrims could continue to circumambulate it, the building remained 
invisible and was only unveiled when reconstruction had been almost 
completed. After demolition all elements of the building were 
preserved with great care. The more valuable pieces were guarded in 
a treasury, which had been installed in one half of the building known 
as the ‘Drinking water room of ‘Abbas’. At this time, the golden and 
silver decorations were taken off the iron braces which had supported 
the Ka’aba walls from the early seventeenth century until the flood of 
1630. More than a hundred batmans of gold and 120 batmans of silver 
were recuperated in this fashion. Unfortunately, the batman varies 
from one place to the next. But if we interpret these figures as 
meaning Egyptian batmans, which is a distinct possibility given the 
Meccan dependence on Egypt, the decorations of Ahmed I’s supports 
should have contained 81 kilogrammes of gold and 98 kilogrammes of 
silver.!°° The iron was refashioned into supports built into the 
structure proper so as to give it greater solidity. 

When the Ka’aba completely had been taken down, only the Black 
Stone remained in its original position. But as even the piece of wall 
supporting the Black Stone was not considered very durable, molten 
lead was poured into the cracks of the stones which had burst.!” 
Then the rebuilding phase could begin; Siiheyli claims that twenty 
rows of stone were needed before the level of the Ka’ aba’s interior 
ceiling had been reached, and four more courses were necessary to 
arrive at roof level. A twenty-fifth course served to complete the 
building. In every case Sitheyli has recorded the time at which a new 
row was begun, and the section of the building at which the masons 
began their work. A few stones were replaced by newly cut ones, so 
that in the end, the builders were left with fifty stones from the old 
building.!!° Our chronicler has also recorded when the teakwood 
which served for the roofing of the Ka’aba was carried into the 
mosque courtyard, and the time at which the carpenters cut it into the 
size required for the building. He also recounts how the three 
columns supporting the ceiling were placed in the building along with 
their bases. Even the fastening of the iron holders for the lamps 
illuminating the interior was recorded, along with the reinstallation of 
the door and the two flanking colonettes.'!! 
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CHANGES TO THE BUILDING FABRIC OF THE 
GREAT MOSQUE 


For no other building project of the Ottoman and indeed of the 
Islamic world do we possess quite such a detailed account. This is 
due to the fact that the Ka’aba in its original shape was regarded as a 
creation of God Himself, which later had been renovated by several 
prophets.!'2 This view also explains why several religious and 
juridical scholars objected to the Ottoman restoration projects. As the 
ideal solution, most scholars and administrators alike regarded a 
restoration which stabilized the Ka’aba for future generations but 
kept interference with the venerable building to an absolute mini- 
mum. But a minority apparently considered that natural decay of the 
building should be allowed to run its course. 

In all the discussions, the opinion of the building experts was 
important, since only they could decide whether a given piece of wall 
still was solid or not. But their opinion only became practically 
relevant when it had been accepted by a majority of juridico-religious 
scholars. Apparently Ridwan Beg, who represented the Ottoman 
authorities at the building site, from the very beginning had decided 
in favour of complete reconstruction. He then made sure to get the 
appropriate legal opinions whenever he needed them. This proceed- 
ing, though comprehensible from a twentieth-century point of view, 
was not the only option available at the time. When at the end of the 
sixteenth century the Ka’aba’s poor structural condition had first 
been discussed in Ottoman administrative circles, the people in 
charge made no prior commitment to reconstruction, and ultimately 
allowed themselves to be swayed by the opponents of restoration. And 
even though Ridwan Beg favoured a radical solution, he apparently 
made no attempt to change anything in the arrangement of the 
Ka’aba itself, or, if he did change some minor detail or other, the 
chronicler was careful to pass it over in silence. In this part of the 
mosque, the standards applied were quite different from those 
encountered in the case of the gallery, where, as we have seen, 
Abbasid, Mamluk and Ottoman building styles could be applied in 
juxtaposition. 


CEREMONIES ACCOMPANYING THE RESTORATION 


Agreement between Sherifs, the miifiis of the four recognized schools 
of law, the generality of juridical and religious scholars, the other 
prominent inhabitants of the city and Ridwan Beg, as a representative 
of the Ottoman administration, thus never could be taken for granted, 
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but constantly had to be reestablished. This situation was reflected in 
a sequence of ceremonies which indicated the more important phases 
of the restoration process. Robes of honour were distributed at fairly 
frequent intervals.!'3 The latter ultimately came from Sultan Murad 
IV, but were forwarded to Mecca by the governor of Egypt. Such 
robes were also distributed by the Sherif of Mecca, the most 
prominent recipient being Ridwan Beg himself. The latter also 
distributed such robes in his own right, namely when the restoration 
of the Ka’aba had been completed and his own official duties 
terminated. Ridwan Beg gave a robe to the Sherif and to a market 
overseer who presumably had directed Meccan administrative 
personnel.!!* In addition, the ‘Opener of the Noble House’ received a 
robe of honour; to the latter’s family, the Bani Shayba, the keys of 
the Ka‘aba had been entrusted from time immemorial. All these 
personages belonged to the inner circle of Meccan notables. More 
remarkable is the fact that the Sherif also honoured the surveyors and 
building specialists, who were of much more modest stature, while 
Ridwan Beg distributed robes to both the chief mason and the chief 
carpenter.!!5 This gesture is consonant with a declaration of Ridwan 
Beg’s at the beginning of the construction period, in which he promised 
satisfactory wages to all the people employed on the building project. 
However we have no way of knowing to what extent his promises were 
acted upon in practice. 

The distribution of robes of honour was accompanied by public 
prayers for the Sultan.!!6 But such prayers were a frequent 
occurrence and often took place without any distribution before or 
afterwards. Prayers for the Sultan marked off almost all the phases of 
the Ka’aba restoration, and were said for the continuation of the 
Sultan’s rule and thereby for the continued existence of the Ottoman 
state. To refuse participation in such prayers was considered an act of 
rebellion. In his biography of the architect of the Sultan Ahmed 
Mosque, Dja'fer Efendi tells us that rebels would be consigned to 
hell as they refused to pray for the ruler; while he was referring to the 
Ottoman-Iranian conflict and not to the Hejaz, the assertion 
tentatively can be regarded as valid in the Meccan context as well.!!7 
By participating in these prayers the Meccan notables recognized the 
rule of the Ottoman Sultan, and because the reconstruction of the 
Ka’aba politically was a disputed act, allegiance to a remote suzerain 
had to be reasserted over and over again. 

In the scenario of the ceremonies legitimizing the rule of the 
Ottoman Sultan and the reconstruction of the Ka’aba, Ridwan Beg 
had assigned himself a prominent place. Thus he personally 
concerned himself with the metal casing designed to protect the Black 
Stone from further damage. Later he examined whether the door of 
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the Ka’aba had been inserted properly, and in person climbed on to 
the roof of the mosque (here the gallery probably is intended) to 
establish which parts of it needed to be repainted. When work on the 
Ka’‘aba had been completed, he in person ascended the roof in order 
to let down the covering which protects and veils the sanctuary. These 
gestures make visible the support of the Ottoman administration, 
whom Ridwan Beg represented in Mecca, for the whole restoration 
project.!!® On a more personal level, this also was an opportunity for 
Ridwan Beg to demonstrate his personal humility and piety. This 
latter element is stressed by the chronicler Siiheyli, who states that 
after his term of office in Mecca had ended, Ridwan Beg voluntarily 
renounced the title of beg, because whoever held it could not avoid 
shedding blood.'!9 This highly placed Mamluk thus behaved in a way 
appropriate for a religious scholar, and it is interesting to see that the 
mixture of roles was viewed by Siiheyli as a positive and not as a 
negative character trait. 

Ridwan Beg’s key role in the restoration project is reflected in the 
fact that, at the end of his tenure of office, he received as a gift an 
entire covering of the Ka’aba, which had been used for a year but 
now had been replaced by a new one.!2° The Sherifs, the Bani 
Shayba as gatekeepers of the Ka’aba and other Meccan notables 
normally possessed the right to shares of this valuable silk brocade, 
which they had cut up and sold to well-to-do pilgrims. Thus in a 
sense they could be considered as the donors. Ridwan Beg 
reciprocated by gifts of money to the Meccan notables. He did not 
retain the covering, however, but passed it on to the Sultan’s treasury. 
This gesture presumably was meant to once again document the 
concord prevailing between the ruler, his representative Ridwan Beg, 
and the more influential inhabitants of the Holy City. By donating 
their shares in the Ka’aba covering, the Sherif and the other Meccan 
notables also may have wished to acknowledge Ridwan Beg’s zeal and 
commitment, while at the same time recognizing him as a primus inter 


pares. 

Sultan Murad IV (reigned 1623-40), who was not known as a great 
builder, only participated in this venture in an indirect fashion. When 
officials on the spot in Mecca needed help, not the Sultan but the 
governor of Egypt was their main recourse. Only a few documents 
from the Registers of Important Affairs refer to the project. As was 
customary in such cases, the commemorative inscription in gold and 
lapis lazuli put up in Mecca at the end of the building campaign, and 
mentioned by Siiheyli, also records the name of the ruler.!2! More 
remarkable was the fact that the new inscriptions referred to the 
Sultan’s predecessors who had taken an active share in the 
reconstruction of the Great Mosque, namely Murad III (reigned 
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1574-95) and Ahmed I (reigned 1603-17). Two separate inscriptions 
were set up in their honour. In addition, there was a further 
inscription which mentioned all the rulers who had acquired religious 
merit in contributing to the building of the Great Mosque throughout 
its history. Thus Murad IV was placed at the end of a long and 
distinguished series of pious rulers and could not fail to derive 
additional legitimation from this fact. 

Sitheyli describes yet another ceremony which symbolically con- 
cluded the building campaign; the implements which had been used 
in the course of the work, and at a later date the scaffolding timber as 
well, were buried outside the city. It is a pity that the chronicler has 
not interpreted this ceremony for us; the only hint he gives comes 
from his use of the term ‘pertaining to Siileyman, solomonic’, which 
would seem to indicate that he was thinking of an analogy to the 
temple of Salomon.!22 The term ‘salomonic’ also reminds us of 
Siileyman the Lawgiver (reigned 1520-65), in whose symbolism 
Salomon played a major role. Probably the timber and implements 
were buried to preclude their use in any profane undertaking. 


THE CASE OF MEDINA 


Information on construction in Medina is a great deal more sketchy 
and, above all, limited to the last quarter of the sixteenth century. It is 
therefore probable that the specifically Ottoman character of Medina, 
which is apparent from nineteenth- and twentieth-century photo- 
graphs, only came into being in later centuries. Repairs to the Great 
Mosque are first documented for 1575-6, when Kadi Hiiseyin, at 
that time officiating in Medina, received a sultanic rescript compli- 
menting him on the successful completion of a building project in the 
Prophet’s mosque (Harem-i muhterem).'% Unfortunately, our text 
does not indicate the type of work done. In 1580, urgent repairs had 
to be effected to the dome of the small building in the mosque 
courtyard, which for centuries had been used as a treasury, for the 
building fabric showed dangerous fissures.!2* This was one of 
the more ancient sections of the mosque, as due to its location in the 
courtyard it had been spared by the fires of 1256 and 1481. Another 
text from 1585 speaks about repairs to the mosque wall reaching as 
far as the Bab al-Nisa, which had been put up in the time of the 
Ummayad caliph ‘Umar b. ‘Abd al-'Aziz. These repairs were to cost 
10,000 gold pieces and therefore should have been substantial.!25 
However, our text was written at the time when the financing was still 
being debated and actual work probably had not yet begun 
Preparations in 1585 were well enough advanced for the nakkashbasht 
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Lutfullah, described as having previous experience with official 
buildings in Medina, to be appointed as the person responsible for the 
project (mu'temed).126 In the following year, discussion was still 
continuing. Now it was estimated that only 3000 gold pieces would be 
needed, which indicates that either the first estimate was unrealisti- 
cally high, or that the project had been scaled down drastically.!27 By 
1588, something concrete definitely had been undertaken, for we 
learn about timber brought in from (or rather by way of) Egypt, which 
had been used for repairs to the mosque wall.!28 Roofs also were 
leaking and urgently needed repairs at this time, and, even worse, the 
books in the library were being eaten by bugs so that a library room 
with wooden bookcases was deemed indispensable to limit further 
damage.'2? By 1588-9, construction was in progress, for the central 
administration had sent another nakkashbash:, a certain ‘Ata’ullah, to 
supervise the undertaking as emin.}3° His work was to be checked by 
a nazir, a man of the Palace probably without specific skills related to 
construction. As this n@zir had been a finance director in his earlier 
career, in Medina he also must have been responsible for securing the 
necessary cash. Workmen apparently were secured by drawing them 
off from projects in Mecca; the kadi of this city was enjoined to send 
unskilled labourers, masons, stonecutters, blacksmiths and even an 
architect or skilled builder. Architects employed on the site were 
accorded 30 paras a day ‘to pay for their meat’, in addition to 10 irdeb 
of wheat every month. Masters and unskilled labourers were assigne 
a money wage (iidjret) of 12 para and a monthly food allotment of 5 
irdeb (1588-9).!3! Further changes to the mosque compound are 
recorded for 1594-5. The area reserved for the reciters of prayer in 
the Rawda was broadened to accommodate two additional rows of 
people, and a school for the study of the Prophet’s sayings and doings 
(dar al-hadith) was built adjacent to the krbla wall of the mosque, not 
far from the gate of Bab al-Salam.!52 
Not only the building fabric, but also the interior decorations were 
refurbished at this time. In 1577-8, the shaykh al-haram pointed out 
to the central administration that the door curtains and the coverings 
over the Prophet’s tomb and the graves of his associates all were in 
urgent need of renewal.!33 A list of all the textiles currently in the 
mosque was forwarded to Istanbul, where it possibly may still be 
found in one of the less accessible corners of the archives. In 1594—5 
the covering for the Prophet’s grave was manufactured in Istanbul, 
while the curtains and other items were ordered from Egypt.'5* 
Unfortunately it is impossible to determine whether in the intervening 
years the old decorations had continued in use or whether this was 
already the next renewal of the set. 
Discussions about the financing of these different projects reveal 
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some of the treasures possessed by the mosque, and which must have 
been donated over the course of several generations.!35 We learn that 
golden lamps weighing 697 mithkal and silver lamps weighing 51,120 
dirhem were no longer in a usable condition, and therefore should be 
sent to Egypt to be melted down. Once converted into money, these 
treasures could be used to finance further construction. More- 
over there were donations from various Sultans, in the shape of 
both money and jewellery. In the last months of Murad III’s reign 
(1594—5) the Sultan complained that his father had donated 40,000 
gold pieces for the institution of various pious foundations, but that, 
after construction was completed, the remainder of the money found 
its way into the Egyptian provincial treasury.'*° It is most unfortunate 
that no archival evidence has been found to date on the gifts of 
treasure which Sultan Ahmed I lavished upon the Prophet's grave, 
and which apparently remained there until the Ottoman—Wahabi war 
of the early nineteenth century. 

On the extensive foundations of the Mamluk era there is little 
evidence. In 1588-9 a local administrator claimed to have spent a 
large sum on repairs to the foundation of Sultan Ka’it Bay, but we do 
not know on what type of work.'37 A lunatic asylum bearing the name 
of Nar al-Din Shahid, presumably the ruler of Aleppo and opponent 
of the Crusaders (died 1174), was still operating in 1576. But there 
were complaints that for the last seven or eight years, the institution 
had been unable to obtain the medicines it needed; and the Sultan’s 
Council believed that this might be due to the depletion of the 
foundation’s Syrian revenues.!3% 

We possess somewhat more documentation on a number of smaller 
sanctuaries, medreses and other pious foundations which the Ottoman 
Sultans sponsored in Medina. Thus, in the first years of Selim II's 
reign (1567-8), there was a plan to construct a residential courtyard 
surrounded by cells on the famous cemetery of Baki, near the grave of 
the third caliph ‘Uthman.!3? The people residing there were to spend 
their time reading the Koran; possibly the site, which up to this point 
had been deserted and rather neglected, was chosen because the 
founder of the Ottoman dynasty bore the same name as the third 
caliph. Other negotiations concerned the wish of Mehmed Agha, the 
head of the Black Eunuchs, to establish a pious foundation in Medina 
The latter had selected a ruined school from Mamluk times, which he 
was planning to restore and complete. In the rescript which at present 
seems to be the only record of this foundation, the Sultan’s Council 
stressed that, above all, the descendants of the founder or the admin- 
istrators of the foundation would have to be consulted." If the pre- 
vious foundation was ruined beyond hope of repair, and the property 
in question could be acquired by way of exchange, well and good. If 
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not, some other way should be found to enable the Chief Eunuch to 
set up his foundation. 

More important from a practical point of view was the provision of 
places to sleep for the poorer visitors who crowded into the city on 
their way to and from Mecca, and who quite often elected to stay in 
Medina for the remainder of their lives. A rescript from the year 1579 
describes their plight: as they were unable to find lodgings, they lived 
on the street, and in winter many of them perished.'*! It was now 
suggested that the courtyard of the storehouse where the city’s grain 
was being kept was both vacant and suitable for the purpose, and that 
a room with a stove or fireplace could easily be added. Moreover, the 
land already belonged to the Ottoman state, and so the governor of 
Egypt was ordered to begin construction immediately. In 1585 there 
was talk of yet another project, namely to repair the 63 hostels (riba?) 
currently existing in Medina.'* Unfortunately, no rescripts that have 
been located to date permit us to establish how much of this 
ambitious project actually was carried out. 

Sultan Murad III, whose activity as a sponsor of public construction 
in Mecca has been discussed, was also active in Medina. His 
foundation consisted of a medrese, accompanied by other establish- 
ments. Ewliya Celebi mentions a public bath, while a rescript of 1586 
records that the Sultan also had planned to build a drinking water 
fountain with its own special conduit.'*? But the depredations of a 
local shaykh, who claimed to have served on the project and lavishly 
remunerated himself for his services, rather held up the progress of 
the building. Certainly Murad III’s medrese was functioning in 1607— 
8, when the foundation had been attached to the office of the kadi of 
Medina.'* In return for teaching in the school, the kadis received a 
supplement to their salaries from the Egyptian revenues of the 
foundation. In the reign of Ahmed I (1603-17) the accounts were still 
conscientiously audited. At one time the Chief Black Eunuch, er 
office the supervisor of all foundations established by the Ottoman 
family, caught out a kadi who had collected his pay for days on which 
he had not actually taught, and reported him to the Sultan’s Council. 
Disputes concerning the appointment of senior students as teaching 
assistants (danishmend) and the assignment of living space to students 
prove that the medrese was still active in 1678.'*5 

In addition, Murad III’s foundation also boasted a public kitchen, 
and this too was operating in 1678, for at that time the foundation 
administration was deeply involved in a dispute with some of its 
neighbours concerning the disposal of waste water.'*® Complaining of 
the bad smell, the neighbours finally obliged the foundation adminis- 
trators to construct a closed conduit for this water. By the time the 
rescript was issued, the latter were busily engaged in sabotaging this 
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solution, claiming that it was too expensive and troublesome. The 
bread produced by the foundation originally had been intended for its 
servitors, but by the late seventeenth century, the right to procure it 
had become quasi-private property, an abuse the central adminis- 
tration had great trouble repressing. Partly this may have been due to 
the fact that the community of pious people Murad III had 
established in the village of Kuba’, outside of Medina, was no longer 
very active. Although derwish lodges and similar communities 
normally were among his favourite haunts, Ewliya Celebi, who 
produced a vivid account of this village and its gardens as they 
appeared in the early 1670s, fails to mention Murad III’s lodge.'*7 At 
the end of the sixteenth century however, this particular foundation 
had been in much better condition; with a revenue of 15 gold pieces 
and a grain assignment, the foundation had managed to attract a 
scholarly shaykh who taught theological subjects, and was rewarded 
for his work by a very substantial supplementary income.!** Probably 
the decay of Murad III’s Kuba’ foundation was due to the fact that 
Egyptian revenues were being withheld by the Mamluks, a problem 
which we have encountered in other contexts. 

The mosque of Kuba’ itself, which was visited by pilgrims because 
it had been founded by the Prophet Muhammad when he first 
established himself in Medina, was also the object of the Ottoman 
Sultans’ solicitude. In 1576 the mosque was in ruinous condition, and 
the order to estimate the cost of restoration indicates that ordinary 
repairs were not deemed enough, and that rebuilding of certain parts 
might well be necessary. Ewliya Celebi mentions the existence of 
domes and yaults, which may well date from this late sixteenth- 
century rebuilding.!*? 


RELIGION, ART AND POLITICS 


We have very little idea what impression pilgrims of the late sixteenth 
and early seventeenth centuries received when confronted with all this 
new construction. It is not easy to determine even how many people 
outside the Hejaz knew about the buildings. They were described in 
official documents, town chronicles and the biography of the architect 
Mehmed Agha.!5° But the pilgrimage guide of Mehmed Yemini from 
the seventeenth century has nothing to say about new construction in 
Mecca and Medina.15! Except for the traveller Ewliya Celebi, few 
Ottoman authors of the time have produced extensive descriptions of 
the Meccan Great Mosque in its new shape.'5? We know very little 
about the reading habits of seventeenth-century Ottomans, but it is 
probable that short tracts of the kind written by Yemini were more 
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widespread than the voluminous travel account of Ewliya Celebi, for 
instance, which only became famous in the nineteenth century. The 
Ottoman official documentation was totally inaccessible to contem- 
poraries, of course. Thus most educated Ottomans must have found 
out about the buildings undertaken by Ottoman Sultans in Mecca 
only when they personally came to the city as pilgrims, or heard about 
them from friends and neighbours. This explains why the building 
inscriptions constituted a major source of information, and were 
regarded by the Ottoman central administration in this light. 

The Ottoman government viewed its building projects as an 
opportunity to marshall the support of the influential families of the 
Hejaz, from the Sherif downwards. Much time and energy was spent 
on this matter, and the dissent of a single scholar was taken so 
seriously that major negotiations were undertaken for this reason 
alone. This applied particularly to the reconstruction of the Ka‘aba, 
but the reorganization of the city’s physical structure and its urban 
services likewise could only work if the notables of the Holy Cities 
could be persuaded to cooperate. 

This situation differs in important ways from the practices we kno 
from Anatolia and Rumelia, to say nothing of the Ottoman capital 
itself. For in the Ottoman core areas, where centralized political 
control was more intense, etiquette required the authors of official 
documents to pretend that the Sultan only needed to issue an order 
and it would be unquestioningly obeyed. Real-life situations were 
much more complicated, and political negotiations, between factions 
within the Ottoman administration but also between tax-paying 
subjects and officials, were by no means unknown. When an entire 
town quarter was moved to make room for the Yeni Djami’ in 
Istanbul, there must have been negotiations about relocations and 
compensations.'>3 Complaints by inhabitants forced to move indir- 
ectly are reflected in the praise of Sultan Ahmed I by the biographer 
of Mehmed Agha, who lauds the Sultan for having selected a building 
site where he could establish his foundation without evicting too many 
people. But it is in itself remarkable that, in the extant documentation, 
these negotiations are only alluded to, and there is no explicit 
discussion of the subject as a whole. 

If the Holy Cities thus received special treatment, this was due first 
and foremost to the great distance which separated them from 
Istanbul, and the expense of crossing great stretches of desert. As a 
result, Ottoman forces in the Hejaz remained modest, and control by 
the centre depended on factors which we today would call ‘ideologi- 
cal’ more than on the existence of a conventional military— 
administrative framework. Here the religious significance of the two 
cities came into play; because of their role in providing an 
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infrastructure to the pilgrimage, inhabitants of the Holy Cities did not 
pay any taxes, and were subsidized by the public treasury and pious 
foundations. This arrangement made it possible for Ottoman power 
to maintain itself and, in this context, visibility was an important 
factor. Public building constituted a means of making the presence of 
the Sultan immediately apparent to visitors and residents of Mecca 
and Medina, and this must have been the political rationale for lavish 
spending in the Hejaz. 

To create an environment in which the pilgrims might fulfil their 
religious obligations in a dignified manner and without encountering 
too many distractions, the Ottoman Sultans attempted to enforce a 
whole set of urban measures. Similar efforts otherwise were only 
undertaken in the Ottoman capital cities, that is successively in Bursa, 
Edirne and particularly Istanbul. Certain ideas about the city, such as 
the attempt to isolate a mosque from its environment by means of an 
open space, seem to have been transferred wholesale from Istanbul to 
Mecca. The same can be said of the dome, that characteristic element 
of Ottoman architecture. Attempts at applying Ottoman conceptions 
of design did not, however, extend to the Ka’aba, except for minor 


decorative features, such as the ornamentation of lintels or inscrip- 
tions. 

On the other hand, the lavish use of precious materials, so 
characteristic of Ottoman projects in the Hejaz, was not a feature of 


the Sultans’ mosques of Istanbul. Apparently, in the Holy Cities, 
where a visible sultanic presence was of paramount importance, it was 
considered necessary to emphasize the ruler’s wealth and _ his 
willingness to spend it on lavish gifts to the sanctuaries. By thus 
inviting comparison with the rich buildings put up by the Mamluk 
Sultans, the Ottoman rulers attempted to legitimize their domination 
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The Pilgrimage as a Matter of 
Foreign Policy 


The pilgrims visiting Mecca every year came not merely from within 
the borders of the Ottoman Empire, but from all parts of the Islamic 
world, which reached from Tangier and the Niger all the way to 
China. In the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, however, certain 
countries which today furnish large contingents of pilgrims were 
islamized only to a limited degree. Thus pilgrims from western Africa, 
Malaya or the Indonesian islands were not as visible in Mecca as they 
were to become in the nineteenth century. But subjects of the Shah of 
Iran and the Mughal Emperor of India were present in appreciable 
numbers, and this posed a special challenge to the Ottoman Sultan. 
On the one hand the pilgrimage was obligatory for every Muslim 
possessing the necessary means. Thus the Ottoman Sultan, whose 
claim to legitimacy to some extent depended upon the fact that he 
protected the pilgrims, was obliged to make and keep Mecca 
accessible to all Muslims.' This was also the image the Sultans 
presented to the outside world: ‘No Muslim and believer in the unity 
of God’, says one sultanic rescript, ‘should be hindered in any way if 
he wishes to visit the Holy Cities and circumambulate the luminous 
Ka'aba.’* 

At the same time, political considerations also had a role to play, as 
certain Muslim rulers might try to influence events in Mecca openly 
or in an underhand fashion, to say nothing of possible spies. In the 
period which interests us, this particularly concerns subjects of the 
Shah of Iran, a religious and political rival of the Ottomans with 
whom the Sultans of the time were frequently at war. Sheykh al-Islam 
Ebiissu'iid Efendi, the foremost miifli of the Ottoman Empire and 
trusted adviser to Siileyman the Magnificent (reigned 1520-66) even 
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went so far as to deny that the Shi'is of Iran were Muslims. When 
the Ottoman Empire and Iran were at war, Iranian pilgrims were not 
permitted to enter Ottoman territory and therefore unable to perform 
the pilgrimage. Even in peacetime the entries and exits of Iranian 
pilgrims were carefully checked by the authorities. A rescript from the 
time of Siileyman the Magnificent, dated 1564-5, expresses these 
intentions most graphically: ‘It is not permissible to enter my well- 
guarded territories at any time outside of the [pilgrimage] season.’ 
The same text also explains how the entering and exiting pilgrims 
were to be controlled in practical terms: ‘May they all appear at the 
previously determined time. Their arrival should be reported to [the 
Ottoman authorities] so that [the pilgrims] can be met at the border.’ 
The Iranian pilgrims then were to be taken to Mecca through sparsely 
inhabited territories. Whenever it was inevitable that they pass 


through inhabited regions, contact with the population was to be kept 
to a strict minimum.* 


SAFE CONDUCTS FOR HIGH-RANKING PILGRIMS 


Non-Ottoman pilgrims of some social status often made things easier 
for themselves by procuring an official /aissez-passer. These docu- 
ments in Ottoman parlance were called yol emri and, in many cases, 
copies were entered into the Registers of Important Affairs.* They 
constitute an important source for Ottoman policies toward dis- 
tinguished visitors. As most of these texts conformed to a more or less 
standard format, divergences from the norm, which also occur 
oceasionally, are of some interest. Normally the text explains that 
such-and-such a pilgrim, coming from Samarkand, Tashkent or some 
other remote place, was on his way to Mecca or else returning home 
All kadis, provincial governors and other administrators were 
requested to not cause the pilgrims any difficulty. In practice this 
meant that couriers on official business did not have the night to 
demand the mounts of the pilgrims and their servitors for t 


own 
use. Sometimes local authorities also were requested to furnish an 
escort along particularly dangerous stretches of road, as we guides 
to show the way. Many travel permits also state that the pilgrims 
possessed the right to purchase foodstuffs in the localities along their 
route, and forbade local administrators to curtail this right under any 
pretext. This clause was probably aimed at kadis and other officials in 


provinces where there was a scarcity for either natural or n 


reasons.° Especially prominent visitors sometimes were to be g 


official reception. There were also /atssez-passer which benef 


group of individual pilgrims, but the inhabitants of an entire 


town 
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HIGHLY PLACED LADIES ON DIPLOMATIC MISSIONS 


The foreign pilgrims whose Jaissez-passer we encounter in the 
Ottoman registers were all people of some standing, and often their 
position in spiritual or worldly hierarchies was recognized by the 
Ottoman authorities. Probably the special treatment often granted to 
them presupposed some research and verification of credentials on 
the part of the Ottoman government. But matters became even 
more delicate when members of ruling dynasties visited the Holy City 
pilgrims, particularly if these visitors happened to be female. Thus 
Shah Tahmasp of Iran sent his consort, the mother of Prince 
Isma‘ll, to the Hejaz.* Akbar, the Mughal emperor of India, was 
represented by one of his wives, Salima, and by his aunt, the court 
historian and memorialist Gul-badan Bégam.? Of course, the two 
ladies were accompanied by a numerous suite. Female members of 
the Ottoman dynasty also visited Mecca with some frequency, while 
no Sultan ever performed the pilgrimage. The only prince ever to do 
so was Prince Diem (1459-95), unsuccessful competitor of Bayezid 
Il, who visited Mecca when he was already in exile, and the Hejaz still 
a Mamluk dependency.'® Presumably the rationale was that the 
Sultan never should be too far away from the political centre of the 
empire and the Habsburg and Iranian fronticrs. Princes, on the other 
hand, might have used the pilgrimage as an opportunity for political 
activity not readily controlled by their royal relative. Thus Ottoman 
princesses could be regarded as the politically least troublesome 
representatives of the dynasty. 

In 1572-3 the Ottoman dynasty appeared in the Hejaz in the 
person of Princess Shah Sultan, whose safe conduct specified that she 
wished to visit Jerusalem before proceeding to Mecca and Medina.!! 
The governor of Damascus was enjoined to treat her as an honoured 
wisitor and aid her in procuring the supplies needed for the journey. 
For the trip to Jerusalem, he was to furnish a special escort, and make 
sure that the princess was assigned a place in the first section of the 
pilgrimage caravan, the place normally favoured by distinguished 
travellers (see Chapter 2). While the governor, as the immediate 
superior of the pilgrimage commander, was requested to pass on this 
order through the regular channels, the commander also received a 
rescript of his own, in which his responsibilities were detailed once 
again. A notable difference between the two rescripts concerns the 
way in which supplies were to be procured. In the text addressed to 
the governor, much stress was placed on the honour and deference 
due to the princess and no mention was made of the manner of 
payment for her supplies. On the other hand, the order to the caravan 
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commander was more matter-of-fact in tone, and explicitly stated that 
the princess would pay for her necessities. Quite possibly, the central 
authorities expected her to receive all supplies in Damascus, and here 
she probably paid very little, as even much less exalted personages 
received grants-in-aid toward their pilgrimages (see Chapter 2). On 
the other hand, last-minute purchases en route may well have been 
regarded as the princess’s own responsibility. 

Where foreign rulers were concerned, motives for sending a high- 
born lady as a pilgrim must have differed from case to case. Such 
visits already had a long history. The twelfth-century pilgrim Ibn 
Djubayr noted the presence of the 25-year-old wife of Nir al-Din, 
ruler of Aleppo, who apparently attracted a good deal of attention by 
her magnificent suite and the number of her clothes, but also by the 
abundance of her charities.!? Ibn Djubayr had many positive things to 
say about the Malika Khatin, who in this context was very much a 
public personality. Seen from the political point of view, her visit was 
probably successful, as she had managed to bring her husband and 
father to the attention of the pilgrims, and made sure that the caliph 
al-Nasir did not monopolize the Meccan political stage. 

Visits of high-born ladies from outside the Ottoman Empire 
presumably involved a gesture of trust toward the Sultan and also the 
Sherif of Mecca, as the honour of a foreign dynasty was entrusted to 
the Ottoman authorities for a few weeks or months. At the same time 
the houschold of a princess aroused less suspicion than that of a 
visiting prince, and such suspicion, even if once aroused, was more 
difficult to act upon; politeness demanded that no one pry too closely 
into the movements of a royal woman. This situation at times must 
have facilitated diplomatic contacts. A good example concerns an 
Iranian princess, who fell ill in the course of her pilgrimage and had 
to extend her stay. The Sultan’s Council was unable to make out 
whether this was a real or a ‘diplomatic’ illness. While the authorities 
attempted to send the greater part of her suite home, basically there 
was little they could do, except await their visitor’s recovery.' 

The members of ‘ordinary’, non-royal embassies also sometimes 

combined the pilgrimage with their official duties. Thus the ambassa- 
dor of the Khan of Tashkent in 1571-2 was given permission to travel 
to Mecca. His /aissez-passer also specified that he should be assigned 
a safe place in the caravan, in this case in the very centre.!* But 
otherwise we hear of no special privileges to be accorded to the 
ambassador.'> Quite possibly the authorities in Istanbul regarded his 
ruler as a remote prince of minor importance, whose only merit was 
his proven Sunni orthodoxy. Ambassadors of more powerful rulers 
presumably were escorted to Mecca with somewhat more pomp and 
circumstance. 


— 
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Ever since the Timurid prince Babur (lived 1483-1530, ruler of India 
1526-30) had brought all of northern India under his control, the 
Mughal court showed a close interest in the affairs of the Hejaz. The 
Indian court chronicler Badaoni, a contemporary of Babur’s grandson 
Akbar, who lived in the second half of the sixteenth century, 
mentioned Babur Khan’s rich gifts to Mecca.'© We possess a letter 
from Babur’s son Humayin (reigned 1530-56) to the Ottoman 
Sultan Siileyman the Magnificent; but this letter contains so many 
unrealistic assumptions that it is difficult to believe that it was ever 
sent.!7 Humayin, or whoever drafted the letter in his name, wrote 
about the Mughal prince’s wish to meet Sultan Siileyman in Mecca, 
and embark upon a campaign with him against the Safawids. None of 
this ever materialized; neither Humayiin nor Sultan Siileyman ever 
set foot in the Hejaz. Humayin, throughout his rule in India, was 
fully occupied in stabilizing his throne; and Siileyman campaigned 
against the Safawids without Mughal aid. 

Humayiin’s son Akbar at first continued to show interest in 
pilgrimage affairs. In the 1570s he even announced that poor people 
wishing to perform the pilgrimage would receive a subsidy out of the 
ruler’s funds.'* He also founded a hospice for pilgrims in Mecca; 
certainly, a foundation bearing his name was seen by Ewliya Celebi in 
1672.19 In later years, however, the ruler moved away from Islam and 
invented a Hindu-Islamic syncretistic religion which became known 
as Din-i llahi (Divine Religion). He also changed his mind with 
respect to the Mecca pilgrimage: the court chronicler Badaoni reports 
that at this time highly placed personalities who demanded permis- 
sion to undertake the pilgrimage had to brave the ruler’s disfayour.2° 
Only people whose attachment to Islam made them unwilling to 
adapt to court life under the new dispensation were sometimes told to 
travel to the Hejaz and stay there until further notice.2! This was 
in accordance with what was by then an established Mughal 
custom; even in the reign of Humayiin, political exiles had settled in 
the Holy Cities. They included the ruler’s brother Kamran, blinded 
after an unsuccessful rebellion, and the latter’s wife Mah Ciéck 
Bégam. 

While Akbar was still at least outwardly a Muslim, he also 
established a presence in the Hejaz by sending two prestigious female 
members of his family to Mecca as pilgrims. They stayed for several 
years, performing the rites of pilgrimage a total of four times, and only 
returned to India in 1582. This prolonged visit caused considerable 
apprehension in the Sultan’s Council, and in 1580-1 a rescript 
referred somewhat obliquely to ostentatiously distributed alms and 
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religiously dubious practices.2> It appears that Mughal diplomacy 
regarded the Sherif of Mecca as a sovereign ruler with a multitude of 
political contacts, who controlled a territory which in a sense was 
common to all Muslims. Quite apart from accusations of heresy 
against many highly placed Indians, this situation explains the 
mistrust with which the visit of the two Indian princesses was 
regarded in Istanbul. 


THE POOR INDIANS’ TOWN QUARTER 


Not only very highly placed, but also extremely poor people came to 
Mecca from India.2* In all likelihood, not all the people who 
performed the pilgrimage due to Akbar’s munificence ultimately 
returned home. We can draw this conclusion from a rescript dated 
1578-9, which mentions that a large number of Indian pilgrims had 
arrived in Mecca in 1577 and 1578. The poorest of these pilgrims, for 
whom the authors of the rescript devised a number of vituperative 
epithets, had to spend the nights in the Great Mosque itself. Others 
settled in a quarter close by. That they were unwelcome to the 
Ottoman authorities is obvious; at least in part this must have been 
due to the resulting difficulties of provisioning. Moreover, the 
presence of a large number of destitute folk disturbed the plans which 
Sultan Murad III had made for the restructuring of the Meccan city 
centre (see Chapter 5). The plan was to pull down all private houses 
located within a certain distance of the mosque, and the poor and 
often smelly town quarter of the Indian pilgrims was a prime target 
To the regret of the authors of the rescript, it was not considered 
possible to expel the Indians en masse; but at least they were to be 
transferred to a less centrally located part of the city, where the smells 
they generated would not waft into the Great Mosque. Unfortunately 
we possess no further evidence about the poor Indians and their town 
quarter, and thus cannot determine how many people were trans- 
ferred, how they reacted to this traumatic event and where they finally 
reestablished themselves. It is even possible that they found local 
protectors, and the town quarter was left in place after all 


THE DANGEROUS JOURNEYS OF INDIAN PILGRIMS 


Salima and Gul-badan, in spite of their high status at the Mughal 
court, had to wait for quite some time before Akbar could secure the 
necessary Portuguese safe conduct; their return, too, was delayed by 
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circumstances, including a severe storm.25 Many ordinary 
, whose troubles no historian has recorded, must have lived 
similar trials and tribulations. Ever since the Portuguese had 


"established themselves in certain ports on the western coast of India 


(1498-1510), Indian and Arab shipowners, if they wished to avoid 
_ molestation, had to procure the same kind of safe conduct that Akbar 
tried to secure for the royal women — at one point through the 
(ultimately unsuccessful) mediation of certain Jesuit priests. Safe 
conducts were expensive, but shipowners found without one by a 
Portuguese man-of-war risked the loss of their ships. Muslim 
shippers in the Indian Ocean were more affected than Hindus or 
members of other religious groups, as Portuguese officials were 
accustomed to regarding Muslims of whatever background as their 
principal enemies. Economic motives also were of some importance, 
as in southern Asia traders on the high seas were mainly Muslims; 
thus measures taken against a Muslim merchant hit not only the 
Muslim but also the competitor. 

To protect Indian pilgrims efficiently, a navy would have been 
necessary, but neither the rulers of south Indian port towns nor the 
Mughals were willing to spend money on such a venture. They 
therefore welcomed outside help; even Hindu princes were ready to 
cooperate with the Ottoman warships sent in 1538 by Siileyman the 
Lawgiver (reigned 1520-66) to drive the Portuguese out of the Indian 
Ocean. But this campaign ended in failure. In the first years of the 
reign of Siileyman’s successor Selim II (reigned 1566-74), before the 
decision to conquer Cyprus had been taken, projects for an active 
intervention in the Indian Ocean briefly revived. Plans were even 
made for a Suez Canal to link the Mediterranean and the Red Sea, 
and the justification for the whole undertaking was the protection of 
pilgrims. In the end, however, the war against Venice was given 
priority, and Ottoman presence in the Indian Ocean remained 
minimal. Indian pilgrims continued to suffer reprisals until the 
decline of Portuguese power in the seventeenth century forced the 
viceroys of Goa to seck good relations with the Mughal rulers: a 
prerequisite for such an improvement was the cessation of attacks on 
pilgrim ships on the part of Portuguese naval commanders. 

As pirate attacks became more frequent in the seventeenth century, 
it is debatable whether Indian pilgrims gained very much from this 
new state of affairs. These pirates were English, Dutch or even 
Portuguese, and particularly attacked ships on the return voyage. For 
they were mainly attracted not by trade goods or potential slaves, but 
by the gold and silver which, duc to the balance of trade constantly 
favourable to the Indian subcontinent, ships returning from Arabian 
or Persian Gulf ports were likely to carry (see Chapter 7). Even so, 
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the overland route was not practicable for Sunni pilgrims, as the risks 
incurred in traversing Shi'i Iran were also quite high. In official 
correspondence between the Mughal emperors and the Shahs of Iran 
this matter was sometimes discussed, but the problem never received 
a workable solution. 

If Mughal rulers abstained from any military intervention in order 
to increase the safety of Indian pilgrims, this abstinence also reflected 
the international situation. Throughout the sixteenth century, rela- 
tions between Safawid Iran and the Uzbek khanates of Central Asia 
were quite tense, while, on the other hand, the Mughal rulers were 
concerned about possible attacks on the part of Uzbek princes against 
their vulnerable northwestern frontier. In order to maintain a political 
balance, the Shah of Iran therefore seemed a potential ally, and the 
closure of the land route to Indian pilgrims apparently formed part of 
the price paid for this alliance by the Mughal rulers. 


IRANIAN PILGRIMS: A CASE OF POLITICAL MURDER 


Even though the Ottoman administration regarded certain Indian 
pilgrims as a source of political instability, Iranian visitors to the 
empire were viewed with even graver suspicion. This is demonstrated 
by the tragic end which befell the pilgrimage of the Safawid vizier 
Ma’‘sim Beg, who ventured onto Ottoman territory in 1568-9.76 At 
that time the two rival empires were still at peace, and Ma’'siim Beg 
therefore had been accorded permission to visit Mecca. But Ottoman 
officials in eastern Anatolia soon informed the central power that the 
vizier had appointed functionaries of the Safawi order of derwishes, 
which at this time still played a role in the politics of the Shahs. From 
the Ottoman point of view, this activity was perceived as a major 
threat: before Shah Isma’il I made himself ruler of Iran in 1501, the 
Safawids had been a family of derwish shaykhs influential in eastern 
Anatolia as well as western Iran, both in the military and the political 
sense. Before losing eastern Anatolia to the Ottoman Sultan Selim I 
(reigned 1512-20) after the battle of Caldiran (1514), Shah Isma‘il 
had controlled this area, and retained quite a few partisans 
particularly among the nomadic and semi-nomadic sector of the 
population. Ma’suim Beg’s attempt to integrate these partisans of the 
Shah into a formal organization therefore should be regarded as part 
of a deliberate and far-reaching policy. 

The Ottoman central government countered this threat by having 
Ma’sim Beg murdered. However, the peace with Iran was not to be 
endangered by this act of violence, and the governor of Damascus 
therefore staged an attack by Beduins, who could then be blamed for 
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the fatal result. During the uncertain peace of those years, when a 
new war was soon to begin, other emissaries of the Shah to Anatolia 
suffered the same fate, but Ma’siim Beg’s high position ensured that 
his tragedy is better documented than most. 


THE CLOSED ROAD FROM BASRA TO MECCA 


As the story of Ma’stim Beg’s mission demonstrates, high-level 
Ottoman administrators were much worried about the possibility that 
Shi'i pilgrims to Mecca might make contact with the adherents of the 
Shah on Ontoman territory. This concern also is expressed in the very 
impractical route that many Iranian pilgrims were required to follow. 
For most Iranians it would have been easiest to travel to Baghdad and 
from there to the Iraqi port of Basra, which was in Ottoman hands. 
After crossing the Persian Gulf, the pilgrims would already have been 
on the Arabian peninsula, even though the latter needed to be crossed 
from east to west before reaching the Hejaz. But the alternative which 
the Ottoman authorities imposed upon the pilgrims was far longer 
and more dangerous. According to an exchange of letters between the 
Sultan’s Council and certain notables of Basra, which is documented 
in a rescript dated 1564-5, all Iranian pilgrims were required to take 
the ‘official’ caravan routes by way of Damascus, Cairo and Yemen.?? 
The notables of Basra lobbied for a caravan of their own, but their 
request was rather sharply turned down. 
Apart from possible infiltration on the part of the Shah’s 
emissaries, the Ottoman authorities presumably were concerned also 
ion plans on the eastern coast of the Arabian 


the expansion of the Bahraini Shi'is into the Hejaz, and that this 
constituted the major reason for the closure of the Basra route.2* 
On the other hand, the cessation of legal connections between 
Basra and Mecca generated political problems of its own. The 
notables of the province of al-Hasa, a fairly recent acquisition, no 
doubt suffered economic disadvantages due to this regulation. They 
therefore exerted pressure upon the Ottoman governor to have the 
foute reopened. No doubt it was to the advantage of the Ottoman 
ith to gain loyalty of the influential families of this outlying 
province. Moreover, the governor of the province also needed 
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to establish his office as a recognized institution, for Lahsa, as the 
Ottomans called al-Hasa, had been elevated to the status of a fully 
fledged province (beglerbeglik) only in 1554. The districts which made 
up the new province were controlled by local shaykhs, who had ruled 
the area before the coming of the Ottomans. If not won over to the 
Ottoman side, it was not unlikely that, at the next opportunity, they 
would go over to the Shah of Iran or even to the Portuguese. Given 
the need to find a compromise between these conflicting interests, the 
Sultan’s Council experienced some difficulty in drafting a coherent 
policy. A rescript dated 1570-1 expresses the administration’s 
hesitations with a frankness quite unusual in this type of document: 
after mentioning earlier pilgrim travel along the Basra—Mecca route, 
the text explains that it was later closed to shut out Ktzslbash, that is, 
heretics from Iran or the Arabian Gulf coast, who were liable to cause 
disturbances among the pilgrims.” But whether a reopening really 
increased the danger of infiltration admittedly was open to some 
doubt. Sensibly enough, the authors of the rescript pointed out that it 
was mainly bona fide pilgrims who were kept away by the closing of the 
route. Real spies probably would find ways and means of insinuating 
themselves, no matter what precautions were taken. Financial 
considerations also were of some importance, as the pilgrims paid 
various taxes en route. Even though the rescript does not contain a 
clear decision, it seems that the Sultan’s Council at this time was 
willing to risk the reopening of the Basra route. 

In 1573-4 pilgrims from Basra finally could reach Mecca by direct 
travel.3° This meant that certain groups of Beduins must have been 
willing to guarantee the safety of the pilgrims, and we do in fact learn 
that Beduins from Nedjd had protected pilgrims during previous 
years and were now offering their services for the coming year as well. 
But already by 1575-6, the pilgrims of Basra could no longer travel by 
way of Lahsa. This measure was probably taken as a precaution. Shah 
Tahmasp was known to be ill, and the continuance of the peace 
would be in doubt after the death of the ruler who had concluded it. 
Shah Tahmasp did in fact die the following year and, by 1577-8, the 
two empires were again at war.*! These events formed the backdrop 
to the closure of the Lahsa route to all pilgrims, not only to Iranians. 
In one rescript, the Ottoman authorities even admitted that, under the 
present circumstances, it was all but impossible for pilgrims from the 
Gulf area to get to Mecca.>? But it is unlikely that, before the end of 
the war in 1590, anything was done to solve the problem. 

At the same time, the closure of the Basra—Mecca route quite 
obviously did not prevent Iranian spies from entering the Ottoman 
Empire. In 1580-1 a rescript refers to supposed Safawid agents, who 
were accused of having suborned military commanders at the frontier 
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and sown trouble among the pilgrims assembled in Mecca.53 The 
governors of Lahsa and Basra were requested to employ their most 
capable counter-espionage agents in this affair, but also to make sure 
that ordinary traders were not molested. Unfortunately, the text does 
not tell us who these favoured merchants were. Since the war was still 
continuing, they must have been neutrals, probably Indians who 
brought spices and cottons into the country and purchased the 
famous pearls of Bahrain. After all, the customs duties paid by these 
merchants constituted an appreciable source of revenue. 

The interests of merchants trading in Lahsa were also defended by 
the local Ottoman governors, who had these customs revenues in 
mind. Before the Ottoman-Iranian war, the taxes of the province’s 
principal port had been farmed out for three quarters of a million 
akée, but the interruption of pilgrimage travel also dried up this source 
of revenue. At least for a short time the provincial administrators were 
successful, for in 1580-1 the route was reopened to Sunni pilgrims.3* 
But it is difficult to envisage how Shi‘is could have been excluded in 
practice, particularly since many Iraqi Ottoman subjects as well as 
Bahrainis were Shi'i Muslims. 

In later times the route from Basra by way of Lahsa presumably 
was opened or closed according to political exigencies. Ewliya Celebi, 
in his pilgrimage account of 1672, explicitly mentions pilgrims from 
Basra. They had probably arrived by the direct route, because if they 
had made the enormous detour by way of Damascus, Ewliya, who 
himself had travelled with the Damascus caravan, would not have 
failed to mention the fact.>5 


COMBINING TWO PILGRIMAGES 


Shi'i pilgrims from Iran often combined their journey to Mecca with 
a visit to the Iraqi pilgrimage centres of al-Nadjaf and Karbala’. In al- 
Nadjaf they visited the tomb of the caliph ‘Ali (reigned 656-80), the 
Prophet’s son-in-law and his fourth successor after the Caliphs Abu 
Bakr, ‘Umar and ‘Uthman. Karbala’ is the site of the tomb of Imam 
Husayn, son of the Caliph ‘Ali and the grandson of the Prophet by his 
daughter Fatima. Without ever ascending the throne, Imam Husayn 
was killed in an uprising in the reign of the Ummayad caliph Yazid 
{reigned 680-3). In the Shi’i world view, these personages were the 
rightful heirs of the Prophet Muhammad and leaders of the Muslim 
community. Given geographical proximity, there were probably more 
Iranian pilgrims to al-Nadjaf and Karbala’ than to Mecca. This can 
be concluded from the fact that, in the rescripts of the sixteenth cen- 
tury, the former are mentioned much more frequently than the latter. 
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In order to obtain an overall view of Ottoman official attitudes toward 
Muslim pilgrims, the two pilgrimages should be studied together, 
A rescript from the end of 1568 or the beginning of 1569 makes it 
abundantly clear that the Ottoman authorities, even if they had 
wished to do so, often would have been unable to prevent Iranian 
pilgrims from visiting the graves of the Caliph ‘Ali or Imam Husayn.* 

In the case under discussion, a group of Iranian hajjis had returned 

from Mecca by way of Medina. After visiting the Prophet’s tomb, they 

hired a guide and travelled to Baghdad. When the Sultan’s Council 
was informed of this move, its members professed to be shocked. The 

Ottoman governor was reminded by special rescript that Iranians 

were forbidden to visit Baghdad. We have no other record of such a 

prohibition, and possibly it had been issued in a purely ad hoc fashion. 

But all of this cannot have had much of a practical effect; for, by the 

time the rescript reached its destination, the Iranians may well have 

completed their business and returned home. 

The mother of Shah Isma’il II (reigned 1576-7), whose pilgrimage 
has already occupied us in a different context, also visited al-Nadjaf 
and Karbala’, probably in 1563-4.57 Her visit, like that of other 
Iranians, was governed by a set of regulations probably taking shape at 
the time and officially issued in 1565, at the very end of Siileyman the 
Lawgiver’s reign. The original version apparently has not survived, 
but we possess a confirmation from 1573-4, which probably reiterates 
the principal stipulations of the original.** Semi-official representa- 
tives of the Shah seem to have resided both in al-Nadjaf and 
Karbala’, whose principal function it was to distribute alms - a 
manner of establishing a presence on the territory of a foreign ruler 
not unknown in Mecca. It was, however, not permitted to the two 
representatives to establish soup kitchens for the poor, even if only 
Iranians were to benefit from the Shah’s largesse. In Istanbul it was 
argued that any pilgrim could take care of himself or herself for the 
span of five to ten days, and a longer stay was regarded as undesirable 
anyway. These regulations obviously were intended to keep down the 
Shi'i presence to an absolute minimum. Baghdad probably was 
regarded as an especially sensitive area; the city had only been 

conquered by the Ottomans in 1534, and presumably many Baghdadi 
Shi'is continued to sympathize with the Safawids.? 

Certain Iranians, however, did settle in the Iraqi pilgrimage cities 
and even acquired houses and land. In 1578, when the Ottoman and 
Safawid rulers once again went to war after the death of Shah 
Tahmasp, several of the Shah’s subjects fled Karbala’, and their 
houses were confiscated by the Ottomans.*® In Mecca there also 
existed a community of Iranian residents, who aroused the ire of the 
Ottoman authorities by their casual behaviour in the courtyard of the 


The Pilgrimage as a Matter of Foreign Policy 139 


0sq ue (see Chapter 5).4) But whether this community 
» Ottoman-Iranian wars of the late sixteenth and early 


nly to the mausolea of the Caliph ‘Alt and his son Imam 
but gifts to the sanctuaries of the Hejaz, too, are docu- 


mented. As the Ottoman rulers also sent gifts, rivalry between the two 
_ rulers occasionally ensued concerning the manner in which these gifts 


‘to be exhibited. Thus a rescript dated 1573-4 informs us that 


‘the Shah, or else his active and influential sister the princess 


had asked for permission to have the two Iraqi sanctuaries 


covered with carpets from Iran.** This demand was politely rejected; 


when gifts from Iran did in fact arrive at a sanctuary, the Sultan’s 


Council usually felt that it was not appropriate to reject them.*? Thus 


‘censer and a candelabra donated by Princess Perikhan were 


consigned to the storehouse of the Iraqi sanctuaries.** Unfortunately, 
our sources do not permit us to determine whether they were ever 


exhibited in public. 


PILGRIMS FROM CENTRAL ASIA 


‘The Timurid principalities of Central Asia in the sixteenth century 
were governed by Sunni rulers, many of them in constant conflict 
with the Safawid Shahs of Iran. Due to the frequent wars between the 
Iranian ruler and the Khan of the Uzbeks, Sunni pilgrims could not 
‘travel to Mecca by the direct route, and all politically feasible detours 
were enormously long and difficult. Certain pilgrims reached Mecca 
by way of Istanbul, and returned to their Central Asian homelands by 
way of Delhi. Apparently one of these pilgrims was asked by the 
Ottoman authorities to deliver an official missive from Sultan Ahmed 
T (reigned 1603-17) at the court of the Mughal ruler Djihangir 
(reigned 1605-27). However, Akbar’s son refused to recognize the 
credentials of this improvised ambassador.*> 
Central Asian pilgrims generally travelled from Bukhara and 
Samarkand through the steppe to the Caspian Sea. After a stopover in 
Astrakhan, they continued their journey through present-day south- 
em Russia, until they arrived at one of the Ottoman ports of the 
northern Black Sea coast, such as Kefe (present-day Feodosiya) or 
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Ozii (Ochakow).*° If everything went well, the pilgrims then crossed 
the sea and ultimately arrived in Istanbul, where they could join the 
hajj caravan to Damascus. Some pilgrims might avoid the Istanbul 
detour and disembark in one of the ports of northern Anatolia, such 
as Sinop or Samsun.*7 But in that case they needed to traverse 
Anatolia from north to south, often on less frequented routes, to meet 
the Damascus pilgrimage caravan somewhere near Eskisehir or 
Konya. Given the bad state of the routes linking the Black Sea coast 
with central Anatolia down into the third quarter of the twentieth 
century, it is unlikely that the pilgrims who chose this route saved 
much time, quite apart from the much greater risk of being robbed on 
the way. 

Before the Central Asians entered Ottoman territory in the narrow 
sense of the word, they needed to pass the steppes controlled, at least 
to some extent, by the Tatar Khan of the Crimea. This latter khanate 
was one of the successor states of the Golden Horde, which originally 
had been founded by Chingiz Khan and his sons during the 
thirteenth century. By the sixteenth century, the Crimean Tatars 
frequently were at war with the rulers of Moscow, and recognized the 
Ottoman Sultan as their suzerain, who appointed and occasionally 
dismissed their khans. But the latter retained a good deal of political 
initiative, and among other things claimed to be the patrons and 
protectors of all Tatar pilgrims to Mecca. When one of the latter died 
en route, the Tatar Khan’s representative, who accompanied every 
caravan setting out from Damascus, took charge of his effects, and the 
Ottoman official in charge of heirless property had no right to 
intervene (see Chapter 2).*® At first this ruling probably applied only 
to the subjects of the Tatar Khan, but later it was extended to all 
Transoxanians. 

As a protector of the pilgrims, the Tatar Khan at times intervened 
to protect them from excessive taxation. We possess a document 
dealing with a complaint from pilgrims to Mecca, of whom a prince of 
the Nogay Tatars had demanded high customs duties in the Black 
Sea port of Azak (Azoy).*? In response, the Ottoman provincial 
governor of Azak was ordered to bring the matter to the attention of 
the Tatar Khan. The authorities in Istanbul apparently assumed that 
the Khan would exert pressure on the Nogay princes and remind 
them of the Sultan’s commands concerning the treatment of pilgrims 
But it is difficult to determine to what extent this expectation was 

realistic, as the Nogay princes often regarded themselves as the 
opponents of the current Tatar Khan. 

On the long route of the Central Asian pilgrims, Astrakhan was a 
much frequented stopover. In 1554-6 this city had been conquered 
by Czar Ivan IV and since then formed part of Russia.5° When the 
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‘Czar attempted to stop the passage of pilgrims, the Ottoman Sultan 


intervened, partly because his title of caliph obliged him to concern 
himself with the problems encountered by all pilgrims, even if they 

were not subjects of the Ottoman state. Moreover, the ruler of the 
Goutal Asian khanate of Khiva had urged the Sultan to interfere in 
the region’s political conflicts. A letter from the Khan of Khiva 
complained about the oppression that merchants and pilgrims 
suffered from both the Safawids and the Russian Czars; only if the 
Ottoman Sultan were to take Astrakhan, would these problems find a 
solution. This demand was taken seriously in Istanbul, since it 
immediately concerned the Sultan’s prestige in the entire Islamic 
world. The problem of pilgrim transit through Astrakhan apparently 
contributed to the decision of Sultan Selim Il (reigned 1566-74) to 
lay siege to the city; but the Ottoman army failed to take it.>! 

Other factors doubtlessly contributed to the decision to go to war 
over Astrakhan. By the second half of the sixteenth century, Ottoman 
policy on the northern frontier involved maintaining a balance of 
power between the Nogay princes, the Tatar Khan and the Czars. 
Ottoman Sultans and viziers, even at this early period, may well have 
been worried about the possibility that the Czars would establish 
themselves on the Black Sea coast, and interpreted the conquest of 
Astrakhan in this sense. But even so it would be an error to 
underestimate the importance of pilgrim transit. The Ottoman 
Sultans could not legitimize themselves by their role in early Islamic 
history, nor could they put forth a claim, still of some importance in 
Turco-Tatar circles, of being descended from Chingiz Khan 
Tamerlane. Thus their legitimacy depended on practical services 
the Islamic community at large, and, among the latter, service to th 
pilgrims was of special importance. 

Among the Central Asian pilgrims who got themselves a Jaissez- 
passer from the Ottoman administration, we find a good many 
derwishes. Some of the latter claimed descent from famous person- 
ages of Islamic history. Thus a shaykh from Bukhara supposedly was 
descended from the mystical poet Ahmad-1 Yasawi, who lived in the 
twelfth century.5 Another shaykh from Transoxania declared himself 
the descendant of ‘Umar, the second caliph and successor to the 
Prophet Muhammad.°* This was a rich man, who travelled in the 
company of his family and sixty derwishes, who in turn had brought 
their own families along. This style of travel strongly differed from 
that of Ottoman pilgrims, who normally did not even take their wives. 
But the Transoxanian shaykh may have been special in other respects 
as well. His Jaissez-passer contains the clause that the provincial 
administrators of the regions he traversed should supply him with 
foodstuffs and camels, while no mention is made of any payment on 
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his part. As most /aissez-passer specify payment, it is quite possible that 
the shaykh made his pilgrimage as a guest of the Ottoman Sultan. 
Another guest of honour was the shaykh ‘Abd al-Kahhar 'Uhi; the 
rescript referring to his case specified that he was to receive high 


honours from both the Ottoman governor of Kefe (Feodosiya) and 
from the Tatar Khan as well.5+ 


PILGRIMS FROM THE FAR WEST 


In Ottoman documents from the sixteenth century, references to 
pilgrims from the North African provinces of the Ottoman Empire are 
rare, and the same applies to Morocco. This may be explained by the 
route followed by these travellers, who passed through Cairo and not 
through Istanbul, so that their problems were less likely to come to 
the attention of the Sultan’s Council than those of the Tatar pilgrims. 
Seventeenth-century travellers often reached Egypt after a voyage on 
a French or English ship, for these offered better protection against 
attacks on the part of Maltese corsairs. There was also a caravan 
which traversed North Africa from west to east, and, after taking a 
rest in Cairo, pilgrims could join the annual pilgrimage caravan.% 
Among religious scholars of North Africa it was common practice to 
combine the pilgrimage with a visit to the major centres of the Islamic 
world, and even to produce a written account of their travels. 
Therefore we should not conclude merely from the scanty evidence in 
the Istanbul archives that few North Africans took the trouble to visit 
Mecca. 

Some official information concerning pilgrims from Morocco can 
be gathered from two rescripts mentioning the name of Sultan ‘Abd 
al-Malik (reigned 1576-8), who was a protégé of the Ottoman 
Sultan.5® Like other Muslim rulers, he maintained an envoy in 
Mecca, whose job it was to distribute alms in the name of the Sultan. 
The Ottoman authorities accorded him the privilege of selecting the 
recipients without any outside interference. But the text also makes it 
clear that the Sultan’s Council did not regard the envoy as a fully 
fledged ambassador, but as a simple servitor of the Moroccan 
Sultan.7 

Within a short time after his arrival, the Moroccan envoy ran into 
trouble, probably due to the none too elevated standing of the ruler 
who had sent him. The Moroccan had acquired a house in Mecca, 
but Kadi Husayn, former kadi of Medina and acting shaykh al-haram, 
one of the most powerful men in the city, took it away from him under 
one pretext or another.5§ Thereupon the envoy complained to 
Istanbul, and the Sultan’s Council apparently sympathized with his 
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clear whether Kadi Husayn was in fact obliged to 


protecting the heirs of deceased Moroccan pilgrims was 
fo the activities of the unfortunate envoy. This privilege 

ssued to the Tatar Khan, assuring the Moroccan ruler 
of his deceased subjects would be turned over to the 
“confiscated. Given the atrocious reputation of the 
farmed the collection of heirless estates (see Chapter 2) 
m from their attentions constituted a significant advan- 


_ POLITICS AND THE PILGRIMAGE 


consists of the skill of conciliating contradictory interests, 
hajj policy did not deviate from the standard definition. An 
Sultan who wished to fulfil the expectations of the political 

is ‘ulema and other public officials, needed to protect both 
and foreign pilgrims from hunger, lack of water, Beduin 
hindrances imposed by foreign rulers and excessive taxation. 
§ context, the Ottoman rulers also acted as suzerains of the 

The Sultans were not the only Muslim rulers to maintain a 


pa in the Hejaz, however, as the Mughals and Moroccan 


s ‘sent envoys to oversee official almsgiving, to say nothing of 
pilgrimages of members of different royal families. The Ottoman 
claim to preeminence might result in his controlling and 
the charity of certain foreign rulers, especially if the latter’s 
donations were so lavish as to imply a bid for support from Hejazi 
particularly the Sherifal dynasty. But on the other hand, to 
the gifts of foreign rulers might lead to the disaffection of 
potential beneficiaries. This had to be prevented, often by the 
accordance of Ottoman largesse. For many Meccan families apprecia- 
bly benefited from the donations of foreign rulers; in addition, the 
Sherifs passed on a sizable amount of the donations they received to 
the Beduins of the Hejaz. Under these circumstances, the hostility of 
Politically active personages in Mecca or Medina might result in 
Beduin attacks on the pilgrimage caravans, and thus the attempt to 
secure Ottoman control indirectly might lead to a loss of legitimacy. 
The Sultan’s Council and the relevant provincial governors therefore 
needed to proceed with circumspection. 

Somewhat different political problems arose in connection with 
Votive gifts. When the Ottoman Sultan or a foreign Muslim ruler 
donated carpets, candelabras, books or other items of value, these 
gestures must be understood as not merely religious but political as 
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well. Between the Ottoman rulers and the Safawid Shahs these 
donations occasionally aroused a good deal of rivalry. Competition 
would have been even more intense if the Safawids had not preferred 
to concentrate their attention on the Iraqi mausolea of the Caliph ‘Ali 
and his son the Imam Husayn. To the Ottomans as Sunni rulers 
these personages certainly were venerable because of their relation- 
ship to the Prophet Muhammad and their role in early Islamic history. 
But their graves were regarded as less important than the Prophet’s 
mosque in Medina and the Great Mosque of Mecca. The Ottoman 
Sultans certainly attempted to establish a Sunni presence in Iraq by 
adorning Sunni sanctuaries, such as the grave of the derwish saint 
‘Abd al-Kadir al-Djilani; conversely the latter sanctuary was des- 
troyed whenever the Safawids managed to conquer Baghdad and hold 
it for a more or less extended period.® But on the other hand, no 
Ottoman Sunni would have objected to the decoration of the 
mausolea which commemorated the graves of the Prophet’s descen- 
dants in Iraq.°! Thus the different but not necessarily contradictory 
priorities of Ottomans and Safawids with respect to Islamic sanctuar- 
ies certainly kept diplomatic rivalry between the two ruling houses 
within manageable limits. 

In the second half of the sixteenth century, Ottoman Sultans and 
their advisers showed a particular interest in the pilgrimages of 
derwishes and religious scholars from Central Asia. This again needs 
to be viewed against the backdrop of the Ottoman-Safawid conflict. 
Pilgrims from Central Asia could not take the closest route to Mecca, 
because the Safawids, locked in long-term conflict with the Uzbeks, 
prevented their passage. Detours through India or Istanbul were so 
difficult, however, that only people for whom religion was the 
dominant commitment, even in their everyday lives, were willing to 
take this burden upon themselves. Thus most Central Asian pilgrims 
who visited the Ottoman Empire were either religious scholars or 
derwishes. Such people in the eyes of their Ottoman opposite 
numbers must have appeared as heroic representatives of Sunni Islam 
vis a vis the heretic Iranians. Views of this kind probably explain why 
some of these Central Asian pilgrims were received with so much 
pomp and circumstance. 

Pilgrims from Safawid Iran were affected by the conflict between 
the two great Muslim empires in yet a different fashion. Although no 
Ottoman rescript ever claimed that the pilgrimage route from Basra 
was closed in retaliation for the difficulties laid in the way of Central 
Asian pilgrims, it is not inconceivable that this motive had a role to 
play. On this issue, however, the Ottoman government again 
attempted to conciliate mutually incompatible interests. On the one 
hand the amirs of the Arabian peninsula in their desert fastnesses 
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ere to be prevented from establishing contacts with the Safawids, 
possibly even with the Portuguese, in order to escape Ottoman 
At the same time, the wishes of the notables of Basra had to 
be taken into consideration, whose economic interests were at stake 
who controlled a strategic port city of great importance to the 
an Empire. What at first glance appears as Ottoman indecisive- 
s, on further consideration turns out to be an attempt to find a 
compromise between these diverging political aims. 


7 


The Pilgrimage in Economic and 
Political Contexts 


At all times, the pilgrimage was located at the intersection of several 
far-flung networks, primarily social and religious, but political and 
economic as well. Yet neither the Ottoman state, nor its predecessors 
dominating the Hejaz in the Middle Ages, fully controlled all these 
networks. Therefore the political elites, both Ottoman and Mamluk, 
were faced with a number of difficult tasks. As we have seen in the 
previous chapters, the safety of the pilgrims could only be assured if 
Ottoman administrators succeeded in satisfying, and where necessary 
intimidating, armed Beduins on the verge of famine, unruly janis- 
saries and a local population accustomed to imperial largesse. As 
force could be used only in emergencies, the scope for various kinds 
of political action was considerable. 

For this purpose a regional administrative apparatus was created, 
which, from the central government's point of view, was more difficult 
to control than its counterparts in the Ottoman core regions of 
Anatolia and Rumelia. The Sherifs functioned as the most important 
element. Accordingly, they demanded to be recognized as independ- 
ent rulers, even if these claims were not accepted in Istanbul. To 
counter their ambitions, the Ottoman administration appointed the 
kadis of Mecca and Medina, the administrator of Jeddah, the aghas of 
Medina, and lesser officials as well. Last but not least, the notable 
families of the Holy Cities, if handled with circumspection, might 
serve as a support for Ottoman power. 

To maintain equilibrium, the Ottoman central administration had 
to take into account not only political relations, but also foreign trade 
Here the possibilities for official intervention were severely limited. 
Yemeni traders in the Middle Ages, and southern Indians from the 
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seventeenth century onward, delivered foodstuffs and other neces- 
sities to the Hejaz. But the arrival or failure to arrive of these 
merchants could be controlled only in a very limited sense by Sultans 
and viziers, whether they resided in Baghdad, Cairo or later Istanbul. 
Portuguese attacks, the activities of European pirates or bad rice 
harvests in southern India could all endanger the supply of food in the 
Hejaz, and the Ottoman administration possessed but limited means 
to counter these threats. 

In the present chapter, we will investigate the manner in which 
politics and foreign trade affected different aspects of the pilgrimage. 
We will be dealing with the attempt of a highly organized and 
bureaucratized state of the early modern era to influence interregional 
and international trade in the interests of pilgrims and permanent 
inhabitants of the Hejaz, and thereby to legitimize its own existence in 
the eyes of both domestic and foreign pilgrims. We will also discuss 
both the cooperation and occasional resistance this official Ottoman 
policy encountered from traders, local notables and the Sherifs 
themselves. 


THE SUBJECTION OF THE HEJAZ 


In 1517 Tuman Bay, the last Mamluk Sultan of Egypt, was hanged at 
the gates of Cairo upon the orders of the Ottoman Sultan Selim | 
(reigned 1512-20).! Tuman Bay’s predecessor Kansth al-Ghiri 
(reigned 1501-16) had been killed in battle; after 1516, Syria was in 
Ottoman hands. These facts severely limited the options of the 
Sherifs of Mecca who, as princes of local importance only, had 
governed the Hejaz ever since the tenth century. A text from the year 
1517 clearly demonstrates that, at the beginning of the sixteenth 
century, the Meccan food supply closely depended on the arrival of 
grains from Egypt. A short time previously the Portuguese had staged 
an incursion into the Red Sea, with dire consequences for life in the 
Hejaz. ‘The situation in this place really is worthy of commiseration. 
Before these accursed unbelievers arrived, a tuman of grain sold for 
20 ashrafi coins. When the news arrived, the price increased to 30 on 
the very same day, and to 40 a day later. It still continues to rise, and 
people say that it will reach 100.’2 This was the report of the Ottoman 
naval commander Selman Re'is from Jeddah, and it explains why the 
Hejaz submitted to Ottoman domination without a shot being fired. 

The presence of the Ottoman fleet in the Red Sea equally 
contributed to the rapid submission of the Sherifs.> In order to stop 
the advance of the Portuguese into the Red Sea region, Sultan 
Kansith al-Ghuri had asked the Ottoman ruler Bayezid II (reigned 
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1481-1512) for military and naval support. The Ottoman fleet, 
commanded by amir Hiiseyin al-Kiirdi, lost a battle against the 
Portuguese before Diu in 1509 and failed to drive them away from 
the western coast of southern India. But the amir rapidly fortified 
Jeddah, and this certainly influenced the last-minute decision of the 
Portuguese commander to leave the city in peace. Meanwhile 
relations between Hiiseyin al-Kiirdi and the reigning Sherif Barakat 
seriously deteriorated, and, after a series of clashes, the Sherif had 
the Amir drowned near Jeddah. According to Meccan chronicles, 
Sultan Selim himself had ordered the killing. But the Ottoman naval 
commander Selman Re’is, who was in Jeddah in 1517, felt that this 
act ran completely counter to Ottoman political traditions and was the 
sole responsibility of the Sherif. 


MECCAN SHERIFS AND OTTOMAN GOVERNORS 


Possibly Sherif Barakat did not wish to discuss the killing of amir 
Hiiseyin al-Kirdi with Sultan Selim I, when the latter conquered 
Cairo in the same year.* In any case he did not in person travel to 
Cairo, but sent his very young son Abi Numayy to offer his 
submission to the Ottoman Sultan. Selim I accepted this solution 
without ever travelling to the Hejaz himself, and the Sherifs were 
recognized as dependent princes. No Ottoman governors resided in 
Mecca or Medina, although small detachments of soldiers from Egypt 
were garrisoned there. In the second half of the sixteenth century, 
after Ottoman control had stabilized in the Hejaz and Egypt, a low- 
level provincial governor (beg, sandjakbegi) resided in Jeddah on the 
Red Sea coast and represented the Ottoman government vis 4 vis the 
Sherif of Mecca.> The hierarchical superior of the governor of 
Jeddah was the beglerbegi of Egypt, and later the equally remote 
governor of Habeshistan (Ethiopia). 

Given the great distances involved, the governor of Jeddah often 
possessed more room for manoeuvre than other Ottoman provincial 
governors. But many ‘ulema and other well-connected personages, 
whose salaries were paid out of the revenues of the port, sometimes 
found this situation highly undesirable, and were able to limit the port 
administrator’s freedom of action by calling on the central adminis- 
tration to intervene. In 1594, the Chief Black Eunuch was appointed 
nazir (supervisor) of the port of Jeddah, whose main job it was to 
make sure that the beneficiaries of official largesse did in fact receive 
their money. Since the Chief Eunuch continued to reside in Istanbul, 
a substitute was appointed who presumably came to reside in Jeddah 
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itself We do not know whether this arrangement was meant to be 


"permanent, or limited to the frequent periods i in which the governor- 
3 was vacant, as it had been when ‘ulema and other beneficiaries 

“allegedly were unable to collect their money. But whenever a new 
"governor and port administrator arrived, coping with the Chief 

Eunuch’s representative must have posed some delicate problems.® 

The most distinguished holder of this position was probably the 
historian Mustafa 'Ali (1541-1600), who, even though he did not 
make the kind of career he considered appropriate to his merits, was 
appointed to governorships several times, and ended his career in 
1600 as an administrator of Jeddah. ‘Ali had established amicable 
relations with the reigning Sherif, to whom he showed the literary 
work he was then in the course of completing, certain sections of 
which the Sherif was alleged to have endorsed with enthusiasm. 
These good relations also may have been due to the fact that ‘Ali was 
willing to regard the Sherifs as a sovereign dynasty.” 

The Sherifs’ attempts to be recognized as more or less independent 
princes have occupied us in another context (see Chapter 6); we now 
need to consider how the authorities in Istanbul reacted to such 
claims. Even though territorial limits in the desert were bound to be 
somewhat vague, the Ottoman administration had a working notion of 
the area the Sherifs were supposed to control, and distinguished this 
territory from provinces under direct administration. This is apparent 
from two rescripts dated 1573-4, which relayed instructions concern- 
ing the peasants of the oasis of Khaybar.* The latter had complained 
about mistreatment on the part of some ‘rebellious Beduins’, who 
came to the oasis at harvest time, allegedly robbed grain and dates, 
raped women and wounded or even killed some of the inhabitants. 
Now the peasants had offered to accept a garrison and in addition pay 
2000 gold pieces to the provincial treasury of Damascus in exchange 
for protection. In the rescript addressed to the governor of Damascus, 
it is expressly stated that the responsibility for protecting the 
inhabitants of the oasis lay with the Sherif; only if the latter declared 
himself unable to do anything about the matter, would the central 
administration consider direct intervention. At the same time the 
Sherif received an official letter which reminded him that the local 
fortress commander was his own man, and that he would have to 
shoulder the responsibility of punishing the robbers. 

Khaybar was a remote outpost, which even in the second half of the 
nineteenth century, the Ottoman government did not really control; 
and presumably the Sherif was enjoined to intervene because the 
administration did not wish to commit troops to this venture. Quite 
apart from practical considerations, it is noteworthy that the Ottoman 
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government, even at the height of its power, did not claim that the 
Sherif’s lands simply constituted Ottoman territory, where the nearest 
provincial governor could do whatever he considered necessary. At 
least in this limited respect, the Ottoman Sultan thus accepted the 
claims of the Sherifs to control a certain stretch of territory with 
minimum interference from the outside. 

At the same time, the Sherifs of Mecca were appointed, usually for 
life, by the Ottoman Sultan.? In case of conflict, Sherifs could be 
deposed, but the successor had to be taken from the same family. 
Most Sherifs possessed a large number of brothers and nephews, and 
therefore had to be prepared for the eventuality of being ousted. It 
was not unheard of that a deposed Sherif might succeed in regaining 
office at a later period. 

Among the Beduins the Sherif family had allies and thus could put 
together an armed force of its own. In 1585 the Ottoman central 
government did not contradict the Sherif’s claim that from his 
revenues he must support 20,000 to 30,000 adherents and depend- 
ants.!° Probably the Sherif paid subsidies to the Beduins, so as to 
have a claim on them in case of need. Given the difficulty of feeding 
large numbers of people in the Hejaz, a standing army would have 
been out of the question. 

From the central administration’s point of view, it was the function 

of this armed force to prevent attacks on the pilgrimage caravan. Buta 
Sherif who got into trouble with an Ottoman caravan commander 
could make another use of his Beduin auxiliaries. Ewliya Celebi has 
given a full report of just such a case. In 1670-1, that is, a year before 
the traveller’s visit, a newly appointed governor of Jeddah felt 
offended by the reigning Sherif, and serious conflict was the result.!! 
Pilgrims engaged in their devotions in the courtyard of the Great 
Mosque felt so threatened that they closed the gates on the inside, 
while the Ottoman governor sent a small armed force to the mosque. 
The soldiers ascended the mosque roof, by which Ewliya presumably 
meant the gallery surrounding the courtyard of the Great Mosque. 
But the Beduins in the service of the Sherif climbed the heights of 
Abii Kubays not far from the city centre, the medreses immediately 
adjacent to the mosque itself and even the galleries of the minarets, 
firing into the courtyard. According to Ewliya, two hundred dead and 
seven hundred wounded were the result. Even if we concede that his 
figures often were somewhat exaggerated, this incident shows that the 
Sherifs did not readily submit to Ottoman domination. As to the 
Sherif responsible, Ewliya has left a somewhat comic account of his 
deposition; but ultimately the latter was able to reestablish himself as 
a ruler of Mecca.!# 
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Thus the authorities in Istanbul possessed some experience of the 
troubles a Sherif might cause if so inclined. Accordingly they mostly 
used persuasion rather than force, and the rescripts addressed to the 
Sherifs often were replete with fulsome compliments. When certain 
tax collectors active in Jeddah aroused complaint, and the Ottoman 
administration decided to depose and banish them, the Sherif’s 
cooperation was actively solicited (1575-6).!3 Another Sherif, who by 
his prudent intervention had managed to prevent a dispute between 


_ pilgrims and inhabitants of Mecca from getting out of control, 


received a robe of honour at the accession of the new Sultan Ahmed I 
(reigned 1603-17). This was normal practice; but, amidst a formi- 
dable array of compliments, the Sherif was also informed that the 
current commander of the pilgrimage caravan had been stripped of 
his office. Although the text does not say so expressly, it does seem 
that the Sherif previously had intimated his dissatisfaction with this 
official.'* 

During the Ottoman conquest of the Yemen (1568-71), and in the 
following years, the Sherifs sometimes were requested to support the 
Ottoman war effort.'5 From the Ottoman point of view, the Sherifs 
benefited from the conquest of Yemen, as the latter secured their 
domain from a possible Portuguese attack. The lands under the 
control of the Sherif also increased, as some of the newly conquered 
areas were annexed to their domain. To the Ottomans, the Sherifs 
were important in this context mainly because they could furnish 
horses. Central Arabia at that time was already famed for these 
animals, which in the nineteenth century were to attract several 
adventurous English visitors. In 1579 the Sherif was requested to 
send three hundred horses against an appropriate payment, presum- 
ably he found these animals among his allies the Beduins.'® At the 
same time, the Sherifs were to ensure communications between 
Yemen, where Ottoman rule always remained problematic, and the 
core areas of the Ottoman domain. On the caravan routes leading to 
Mecca, pilgrims and couriers travelled to the Hejaz and, along with 
them, news of recent political developments reached the authorities in 
Egypt and Istanbul. 

Thus, in spite of their dependent position, the Sherifs constituted 
an important ally whose wishes had to be taken into account. The 
central authorities could never take the cooperation of these princes 
for granted, while tensions between the two powers could prove costly 
to the central government and very dangerous to the pilgrims. This 
explains why the Ottoman Sultans, in spite of their overwhelming 


military superiority, preferred to treat the Sherifs with circumspec- 
tion. 


 — 
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OFFICIALS AND NOTABLES IN THE HOLY CITIES 


Apart from the governors and port administrators of Jeddah, other 
centrally appointed Ottoman officials counterbalanced the activities of 
the Sherif. For these men, the Hejaz constituted a more or less 
extended stage in their careers, but not the site of their further official 
lives. Many indeed might hope to later achieve high office in Istanbul. 
The kadis of Mecea and Medina had gone through the cursus honorum 
of teaching in a sequence of medreses and officiating in ever more 
important cities as judges cum administrators. But, as we shall see, 
even these officials were sometimes absorbed into Hejazi society, and 
their ability to function as a counterweight to the Sherif could not be 
regarded as a matter of course. 

In the judicial hierarchy, the rank of the kddts of Mecca and 
Medina gradually grew more exalted. In the sixteenth century the two 
offices were not named among the highest-ranking mewlewnet 
(provincial kadiships), which allowed the incumbents nominal salaries 
of five hundred akée a day. Therefore, the judges of the Holy Cities 
seem to have ranked well below their colleagues of Damascus, Cairo 
and even Jerusalem. But by the middle of the seventeenth century, the 
kadiships of the Holy Cities had been included among a small group 
of select and high-ranking offices, while most of the other sixteenth- 
century mewlemtyets had fallen far behind. In the second half of the 
eighteenth century the rank of the kddis of Mecca and Medina had 
become even more exalted; now the kadi of Istanbul was the only 
judge to precede them in the hierarchy.'’ 

Presumably this development should be taken as one more 
indication of the growing official regard for religious law which we 
can observe in the Ottoman Empire of that time. In the sixteenth 
century, respect for the sheri‘at had not precluded a wide scope for 
legal regulation based on the will of the Sultan (‘dr/).'* From the 
seventeenth century onwards, however, the impact of religious law on 
crucial sectors of life such as the regulation of land tenure was clearly 
growing. Admittedly this widening application of the religious law was 
not a unilinear development; in other aspects of Ottoman life, the 
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries witnessed a measure of ‘secu- 
larization’ as well. Yet a growing respect paid to the sheri‘at 
presumably induced Ottoman administrators to emphasize the role of 
the Holy Cities, and the kddis benefited from this ideological trend in 
terms of a quite mundane increase in rank. 

Even in the sixteenth century, the kddiship of Mecca, at least, was 
occasionally granted to personages of the highest rank in the Ottoman 
juridico-religious hierarchy. Mirza Makhdiim had been a teacher of 
Prince Isma’il, the heir-apparent of Iran. He emigrated to the 
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Ottoman Empire in 1546 and returned home when his former charge 
ascended the throne. While in Iran, Mirza Makhdum held high 
death of Shah Isma‘ll, he returned to the 
inted kadt of Istanbul in early 
1586. But when his mother died of the plague that same year, he 
decided to undertake the pilgrimage. While still on the way to the 
Hejaz, he was appointed kddi of Mecca with the honorary rank of 
army judge (kad asker) of Rumelia. Once in the Hejaz, he married off 
a daughter to a scion of the Sherif family, and when he died while in 
office there, he was publicly mourned with great solemnity.'? 
Mirza ee political role did not even come to an end with 
his death. In 1588 the Sultan’s Council responded to a declaration of 
the reigning Sherif to the effect that the kadi before his death had 


Makhdam is of interest for our purposes, as it shows that even 
Ottoman ‘career’ officials might form close social ties in the Hejaz, 
and thereby become less effective in their role as counterweights to 
the Sherif. But at the same time the personal prestige enjoyed by 
Mirza Makhdim reflected upon his office and may well have 
enhanced Ottoman legitimacy. So it is quite possible that the tenure 
of office of this unusual scholar, whom his biographer clearly 
regarded as somewhat eccentric, was regarded as an asset rather than 
a liability by the Ottoman central government. 

Apart from the édadis, an important role, at least in Medina, was 
played by the shaykh al-haram. This official sometimes was a member 
of the ‘ulema, but at other times he was one of the eunuchs who 
served the Prophet’s tomb. It was the shaykh al-haram’s responsibility 
to appoint and dismiss the eunuchs and maintain discipline among 
them. A major part of this duty was to take charge of the court cases 
involving eunuchs (aghawal). This probably meant securing their 

in court whenever this was demanded, for it is difficult to 
see what other involvement shaykh al-harams who were not members 
of the ‘ulema could have had in judicial affairs explicitly connected 
with the religious law. If a member of the ‘ulema, technically the 
shaykh al-haram could have functioned as a judge. The closest 
analogy that comes to mind is that of a janissary commander who also 
had jurisdiction over his men. But it seems that the shaykh al-haram 
punished recalcitrant aghawat primarily by taking away their 
positions.?! 
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The shaykh al-haram also had other responsibilities. Thus he 
oversaw a number of Medina residents who every year were paid ten 
gold pieces out of official funds in order to perform the pilgrimage in 
the name and place of the Sultan, to whom they transferred the 
religious merit gained by this act.22 Certain shaykh al-harams also 
took on financial responsibilities. A text from the year 1585 concerns 
complaints that revenues sent to Medina had not reached their 
destination, and the shaykh al-haram who authored the complaint was 
a provincial finance director by profession.23 In emergencies the 
shaykh al-haram also took charge of public grains arriving in the port 
of Yanbu’, had them remitted to Medina and then distributed among 
the inhabitants of the city. He also sent reports to Istanbul concerning 
the manner in which official donations of grain had been disposed of. 
Thus the shaykh al-haram had responsibilities extending not only over 
the Great Mosque proper, but over the city of Medina as well. 
Presumably he took over certain functions normally assigned to an 
Ottoman governor, as there was no such official in Medina, and the 
Sherif was represented only by a deputy of limited powers and 
responsibilities. 

A balance of power in the cities of the Hejaz could be achieved if 
the Ottoman central authorities managed to forge links with high- 
ranking members of the local population, who might not always agree 
with the political tendencies of the reigning Sherifs. Certain admin- 
istrative positions could be created ad hoc, and furnished opportunities 
for patronage; such advantages could be enjoyed both by people of 
local influence and by migrants to the Hejaz from the Ottoman core 
lands. Some of the latter came to the Holy Cities to retire from 
official life. But we do not hear of large numbers of former Ottoman 
courtiers fallen from favour, comparable to the Indian exiles of the 
sixteenth century. Presumably the Ottoman central administration 
regarded the establishment of malcontents in the Holy Cities as much 
too dangerous. 

Numerous documents concerning the political and religious elites 
of Mecca and Medina record disputes concerning the allocation of 
officially granted revenues. It seems that these struggles for control 
over outside resources constituted the major element of political life 
in the Holy Cities. But this may be in part an optical illusion, as other 
processes, such as the formation and dissolution of family alliances, 
did not normally concern the Ottoman central government. We have 
already discussed the attempts of the Husaynis to retain a share of the 
stirre, and the at least temporary disadvantages they suffered on 
account of being Shi‘is (see Chapter 4). Other distribution problems 
arose when deliveries were in arrears, and people close to the centres 
of political power made sure that they were served first whenever 
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some grain or gold became available. When beneficiaries died, local 
administrators were not supposed to redistribute the all-important 
documents of entitlement (bera!) on their own initiative, and even less 
were these documents to be passed on to heirs. The Ottoman central 
administration quite obviously intended to reserve this source of 
patronage to itself.2* But the frequency with which divergent practices 
were discussed in sultanic rescripts suggests that reality often must 
have been rather different from official commands. Thus several kadis 
of Damascus were found out after they had assigned pensions ranging 
between ten and 50 gold pieces each to selected inhabitants of the 
Holy Cities, so that the pension fund no longer sufficed.2> But even 
when officials duly reported candidates for the Sultan’s bounty, they 
were not devoid of influence. Residing in faraway Istanbul, members 
of the Ottoman central administration had no means of knowing 
which candidates deserved official largesse, unless they received 
information from officials with local knowledge. 

As a relationship to an Ottoman administrator had to be established 
before a person could successfully apply for imperial largesse, certain 
poor and pious people lacking such contacts automatically were 
excluded. In the rescripts emitted by the Sultan’s Council, problems 
of this kind often were summarized in pithy phrases. We hear tha’ 
‘wealthy people with power and influential backers’ managed to ge’ 
hold of official largesse, or that ‘the vacant assignments are not given 
to the deserving poor but to the rich [or: to the notables]’.2° 
Remarkably enough, the assignment of pensions to people already 
possessed of other resources was not considered an abuse unless 
there were poor people on record who thus were deprived of their 
rights.27 Probably the alms granted to Meccans at least in part were 
meant to secure the loyalty of influential personages of the Holy 
Cities, and maybe even to cement their ties to individual Ottoman 
officials active in the Hejaz. Given the paucity of Ottoman military 
forces in the area, these links were essential if administrators were to 
function at all. At the same time, the unchecked use of religiously 
motivated alms for political purposes was bound to delegitimize the 
Sultans, and could not be countenanced either. 

Another manner of discussing the conflicts between different 
candidates for sultanic largesse is connected with the statement that 
‘insiders’ rather than ‘outsiders’ should receive positions and grants. 
In the political literature of the time variations on this theme 
frequently were encountered. A given author might demand the 
exclusion from the Sultan’s service of this or that group of officials, 
because they had been recruited through channels of which he did 
not approve. In such instances, the writers of ‘advice to princes’ and 
similar texts normally championed meritorious ‘insiders’ over un- 
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qualified ‘outsiders’. In the case of the sultanic alms remitted from 
Istanbul, the crucial ‘in-group’ consisted of ‘the poor of the Holy 
Cities’. This term presumably denoted a residential group, although 
we cannot be too certain of its limits. And then there is the unsolved 
problem whether residence in the Holy City, the status of a freeman 
or freewoman, poverty and a life deyoted mainly to pious purposes 
were sufficient to make a person a member of the in-group, or 
whether other conditions, less clearly spelled out but no less signi- 
ficant, had to be met as well. In the later sixteenth century, outsiders 
might pose their candidacy in a formal fashion. This was known as 
muiilazemet, due to an analogy to ‘ulema who, temporarily out of office, 
applied for a vacancy in the judicial hierarchy. According to a rescript 
from 1576, such ‘outsider’ candidates had in fact been able to secure 
pensions in the past, but the practice was now forbidden since it hurt 
the interests of the established ‘poor of the Holy Cities’.** 

In addition, there were disputes over the control of maki/S, of the 
kind which frequently occurred in the Ottoman core lands as well. In 
1567, the administrator of the Sultan’s mother’s Egyptian foundations 
in favour of the Hejazi poor had his books audited, and it turned out 
that he owed the foundation 10,000 gold pieces and 10,000 trdeb of 
wheat. Apparently the administrator had not used this gold and wheat 
for what we today would call ‘private’ purposes, but may have acted 
under duress. In Istanbul, it was assumed that some of the arrears 
were really the debts of certain Egyptian military men to the 
foundation. This probably means that the administrator had been 
using the foundation resources to improve his own political position.*” 
A much later rescript, dating from the year 1657, relates accusations 
against the man in charge of the Syrian pious foundations on behalf of 
the poor of Medina, who supposedly had retained for himself a large 
share of what he should have paid to the beneficiaries.“° In this case, 
we cannot even guess what happened to the money 


THE MECCAN SHERIFS AND THE CUSTOMS 
OF JEDDAH 


The Sherifs collected one half of the Jeddah customs revenues, and 
this income constituted their financial base; the other half accrued to 
the Ottoman provincial governor.*! How the Sherifs acquired this 
lucrative prerogative is open to debate. Sayyid Dahlan Ahmad and 
Ismail Hakki Uzungarsili, two twentieth-century scholars, maintain 
that the Sherif actively supported the Ottomans when the Portuguese 
raided the port in 1542 and was granted one half of the Jeddah 
customs as a reward.*? There exists, however, a much more colourful 
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account of these events, which we find in the chronicle of Ibrahim 
Peéewi (1574-1649 or 1651).53 According to the latter, the Grand 
Vizier Sinan Pasha, who had a major share in the Ottoman conquest 
of Yemen, visited Mecca in about 1570. Of the reigning Sherif Abu 
Numayy b. Barakat he demanded a letter to the Ottoman adminis- 
tration confirming his military successes in Yemen, but the Sherif had 
been gravely offended by an earlier incident and was in no mood to 
oblige him. Before embarking on his campaign, Sinan Pasha had paid 
an earlier visit to the Hejaz, and had been received by the influential 
Kadi Hiiseyin in the name of the reigning Sherif. As a welcoming gift 
he had been offered some rare cups and vessels, probably imported 
from Iran, where Chinese porcelain was being imitated in the shape 
of fayence, or even directly from China itself. But Sinan Pasha, of 
whose harshness and lack of finesse his old enemy Mustafa ‘Ali also 
had a great deal to say, had the costly pieces trampled underfoot by 
his horse, and this insult was not forgiven by the Sherif. Only after 
considerable hesitation did the latter allow himself to be persuaded to 
write the letter to the Sultan which Sinan Pasha demanded of him, 
and this act netted him the right to half the Jeddah customs. Ibrahim 
Petewi concludes his story with the remark that the dues demanded 
from merchants doubled as a result. 

No document found in the Ottoman archives allows us to 
determine which one of these stories is true, or from what date 
onwards the Sherif began to collect a share of the Jeddah customs 
duties. But by 1575-6 he definitely was in possession. This is 
apparent from a sultanic rescript responding to a complaint by the 
Sherif about shippers and shipping on the Red Sea. If the Sherif had 
not had a financial stake in this matter, he would scarcely have 
bothered to correspond with Istanbul about it.** 

In those years, when Ottoman power in the Yemen was still in the 
process of consolidation, numerous Ottoman soldiers were stationed 
in the area, who had to be supplied from overseas, mainly from Egypt. 
As a result, there was a lot of boat traffic on the Red Sea, particularly 
since many ships brought back to Egypt spices from India and South 
Asia, which could be purchased in the ports of Yemen. In spite of all 
attempts to eliminate Muslim shipping, the Portuguese, who in the 
first half of the sixteenth century had established themselves on the 
western coast of India and in 1511 conquered the port of Malacca on 
the Malayan peninsula, had not been able to prevent the continuing 
arrival of South Asian spices in the Red Sea region. The centuries- 
old trade routes crossing the Indian Ocean continued to flourish.** 
We know of contacts not only between the Yemen and India and 
between Egypt and the Yemen, but also of more or less direct link- 
ages between the Egyptian port of Suez and the western coast of India. 
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Direct connections, however, suffered from the actions of Ottoman 
provincial administrators operating in Yemen, who were anxious to 
have Indian goods unloaded in the ports under their jurisdiction, and 
thus to benefit from customs duties. Not only Suez, but even Jeddah 
lost traffic as a result of these policies. The Sherif countered by 
demanding an order from the Ottoman government forcing all 
shippers to put in at Jeddah. This the Sultan could not be persuaded 
to command, although the Sherifs were to renew their attempts in 
later years.3® 


TRADE AND TRAFFIC BETWEEN INDIA AND THE 
ARABIAN PENINSULA 


If the trade of Yemen with the Red Sea ports had been insignificant, 
this dispute probably would not have arisen. Apart from the spice 
trade, the importation of Indian cotton fabrics increased the traffic of 
the Red Sea ports; in the course of the seventeenth century, these 
cottons were to become very popular not only in Europe, but in the 
Ottoman Empire as well.*? We have no information on the quantities 
of textiles imported into Ottoman territory, but we know that in 
southern India whole villages specialized in production for the Arab 
provinces, while others worked for European, South Asian or Iranian 
customers. Indian terms for various textiles entered Ottoman Turkish 
as loan words, as happened in France and England. Jeddah was a 
major centre of the textile trade 

Fabrics exported from India to the Arabian peninsula were manu- 
factured by weavers and spinners who did not themselves market their 
products, but depended on merchants.** Some scholars therefore 
have discussed the possibility that southern India possessed a proto- 
industry comparable to that which developed in certain parts of 
eighteenth-century Europe. Most researchers today prefer to empha- 
size the differences between the two cases rather than the similarities. 
Even so, the dominant role of merchants in the productive process is 
a feature which Indian textile manufacture shares with its European 
counterpart, while in Ottoman textile production, this type of control 
was much less widespread 

Certain Indian traders of the seventeenth century owned their 
ships, which they might send from the port of Surat on the Malabar 
coast to Mocha in Yemen. These shipowners did business in the 
grand style: the Surat merchant ‘Abd al-Ghafiir in 1701 owned 17 
ships, which among other places visited Manila and China.*? ‘Abd al- 
Ghafiir concentrated on the Surat—Mocha route, and it is probable 
that a significant share of the textiles arriving in this Yemeni port 
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ultimately reached Mecca with the pilgrimage caravans. Armenian 
merchants resident in India also sent their ships to the Red Sea 
region; in the last quarter of the seventeenth century, the Surat trader 
Khodja Minas participated in this trade with ten ships of his own.*° 
After 1650, Indian merchants began to invest in shipping on a large 
scale. In earlier years, that kind of investment had been something of 
a rarity; usually, Indian traders had freighted ships belonging to the 
major rulers of the subcontinent, but sometimes even to minor 
princes. Nor did ships belonging to Indian rulers disappear, even after 
1650; in 1662, a ship owned by the queen of the southern state of 
Bijapur appeared in the port of Aden, carrying 1500 passengers and 
400 bales of goods.*! The bales were so large that they had to be 
carried into the city by a detour, as they did not fit through the 
harbour gate. The ruler of the city of Cochin, which also served as 
one of the more important Indian bases for the Portuguese trade 
toward the end of the sixteenth century, often sent ships to Jeddah, 
protected by a Portuguese safe conduct. But the most important 
shipowners were the Mughal rulers residing in Delhi and Agra.*? Not 
only did they place ships at the disposal of merchants, they also 
participated in the Hejaz trade in their own right. The Emperor 
Shahdjahan (reigned 1627-58) several times sent valuable goods; at 
one time his wares were worth 240,000 rupies. In 1650 he had 
invested 150,000 rupies in trade goods sent to the Arabian peninsula, 
and the Sultan of Gujerat also sent valuable goods to the Hejaz. 
These ware were sold at a high profit, one hundred per cent being not 
at all unusual. However, this profit did not return to India, but was 
distributed in the Hejaz in the shape of alms. 

In spite of the distance, even rulers of states on the eastern coast of 
India quite frequently sent their own ships to the Arabian peninsula.*> 
From 1580 onward, the Sultan of Golconda dispatched one ship a 
year from the southern Indian port of Masulipatnam, often with a 
cargo of 600 tons and more. Portuguese safe conducts for these ships 
demanded complicated negotiations; often they were issued in 
exchange for deliveries of rice to the Portuguese settlements of the 
Estado da India. Practical difficulties were numerous. When, at the 
beginning of the seventeenth century, the Dutch came to be active in 
the Indian Ocean and soon supplanted the Portuguese, the Sultan of 
Golconda declared that from now on it would be the responsibility of 
the Vereenigde Oostindische Compagnie to protect Jeddah-bound 
ships from Portuguese reprisals. The reasoning behind this demand 
was that the Sultan, who did not possess a navy of his own, had made 
enemies of the Portuguese by permitting the Dutch to trade.** 

Between 1610 and 1620 the Golconda ship regularly visited the 
Arabian peninsula and returned without incident. As ballast it carried 
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a load of rice, which was distributed to the poor of Mecca in the name 
of the Sultan. But in 1621 and 1625 the ship from Masulipatnam to 
Jeddah was captured by the Portuguese. When the Sultan threatened 
reprisals, the Dutch hurried to provide pilots and guards. But political 
changes in Golconda from the 1630s onwards resulted in a change of 
the ships’ destinations; now they were dispatched to the Persian Gulf 
instead. In the following decade, contact with the Arabian peninsula 
was occasionally resumed. But from the middle of the century 
onward, most Indian merchants began to freight English merchant- 
men, whose captains seemed more successful in coping with the 
numerous freebooters now scouring the Indian Ocean. After 1665 
there is no further evidence for direct contact between Masulipatnam 
and the Arabian peninsula, although the export of cotton textiles from 
the area continued to flourish. 

Aside from trade goods, the Indian rulers’ ships transported 
pilgrims to Mecca. Presumably most of the 1500 passengers on the 
ship belonging to the queen of Bijapur had embarked with that aim in 
mind. The ships belonging to the Mughal ruler were explicitly 
defined as pilgrims’ ships.*> Even such ships, however, transported a 
large amount of trade goods, as most pilgrims financed their journeys 
by carrying wares they hoped to sell. Moreover, there was migration 
in both directions. Thus several seyyid families from Hadramaut in 
southern Arabia established themselves in India, and these family 
links must have been useful in business as well.*© In the sixteenth 
century the port town of Calicut on the coast of western India boasted 
a large group of Arab merchants, many of whom settled permanently 
in the city and built themselves magnificent houses.*” They differed 
from other Indian merchants of this early period by owning ships, 
which they used in the spice trade and the transport of pilgrims. But 
the Arab immigrants of the western coast never succeeded in gaining 
the position which Iranian migrants acquired in the seventeenth- 
century sultanate of Golconda.** 

Arab scholars and merchants also migrated to southeast Asia 
Portuguese writers of the sixteenth century demonstrate that even the 
policy of the Estado da India, profoundly hostile to Muslims, did not 
succeed in preventing this development. However, Muslim scholars 
settling in the port of Malacca while it was under Portuguese control 
often pretended to be merchants.*? 


TRAFFIC IN BULLION AND PRESSURE ON MERCHANTS 


Trade balances in the sixteenth- and seventeenth-century Middle 
Eastern trade with India were consistently unfavourable to the 


European trade with the Ottoman Empire was equally unbalanced 


gold and silver. Much of the silver Ottoman merchants paid their 
Indian suppliers ultimately came from America by way of Europe. Or 
if we look at it differently, a considerable share of the silver entering 
the Ottoman Empire did not remain there, but was drawn off to India_ 
This situation for Indian rulers seemed highly desirable, for there 
never was any lack of precious metals for minting, a serious difficulty 
for most other states of the carly modem period.>° After returning 
from Iran or from the Red Sea area, the Indian merchants could 
simply go to the nearest mint, and for a reasonable fee have their gold 
or silver transformed into coins. 

Conversely the Ottoman political class regarded the loss of bullion 
as a great danger, even though the export of silver to Iran seemed 
more threatening than the loss resulting from trade with India.*? 
Export of bullion, therefore, was frequently prohibited, but this was 
not done for the reasons which have become familiar from English or 
French mercantilist authors of the seventeenth century. In the 
Ottoman realm nobody advocated a policy of exporting as much as 
possible and importing nothing except raw materials. Quite to the 
contrary, down to the nineteenth century, most members of the 
Ottoman political class were in favour of encouraging imports as a 
source of customs revenues.>2 

Ottoman economic thinking has been characterized as ‘provision- 
ism’, incidentally a term applicable to many sectors of economic policy 
in pre-industrial Europe as well.*> After the state had taken its share, 
Taw materials and foodstuffs were to benefit primarily the inhabitants 
of the region where they had been produced. Ottoman administrators 
differed from mercantilist thinking in that they viewed exports at least 
potentially as a danger source, while imports eased the supply 
Situation and were desirable for that very reason. 

In spite of this generally positive view of imports, however, the 
Ottoman administration wished to prevent the outflow of gold and 
silver, for the consequences of a lack of specie for trade were well- 
known. Yet there never were any serious attempts to stop trade with 
India and replace it by other, less deficit-prone trades, even though 
the eighteenth-century historian Na’ima suggested just such a course. 
Though as an official historian he was reasonably influential as a 
writer, his impact on practical politics remained minimal.>* 
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In this context we must understand the admonitions and recom- 
mendations which the Ottoman administration addressed to the 
Sherif of Mecca in 1575-6, when the latter had complained about the 
lack of ships putting in at the port of Jeddah. The authorities in 
Istanbul disapproved of the violence exercised by local commanders 
in Yemen, who forced merchants and shippers to visit the ports they 
happened to control. A rescript to the governor of Yemen supposedly 
had been issued with the express intention of preventing such 
occurrences.>> But the Sherif equally did not have the right to force 
anyone to visit Jeddah, as all merchants could do business wherever 
they preferred. 

While taxes collected in Yemen were forwarded to Istanbul, 
however, the temptation to use violence against shippers arriving from 
India was built into the system. Instead of money, the provincial 
governors sent spices either to Cairo or else to Istanbul, and that was 
only possible when, by fair means or foul, enough spices could be 
secured in the ports of Yemen. Considerations of this kind may have 
induced the Ottoman central administration in 1582 to start 
demanding money and not spices as taxes from Yemeni ports.*° For 
at a certain point the pressure on Indian shippers in order to secure 
these spices came to be self-defeating: forced to sell their goods at 
disadvantageous prices, merchants were liable to abandon trade with 
the Arabian peninsula altogether. 

Members of the Sultan’s Council apparently assumed that the loss 
of shipping in Jeddah had reasons similar to those with which they 
were familiar in the case of Yemen. When the Sherif repeated his 
complaint in 1590, the response from Istanbul was even more drastic 
than that given in 1575-6: as the Sherif often had forced the 
merchants to sell him their goods at low prices, it was not surprising 
that there was now a loss in shipping.5? Probably the Sultan’s Council 
realized that revenues due to the central treasury also suffered from 
the Sherif’s high-handed policies, as the Ottoman administration had 
reserved one half of the Jeddah customs revenues for its own use 
However, the Sherifs often were quite successful in retaining even the 
share they should have forwarded to Istanbul.58 


A PORT IN CRISIS 


While Mediterranean trade of the early modern period is documented 
by a variety of Ottoman and European figures, we possess only very 
few numerical data on Red Sea trade, and most of our information is 
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rather than quantitative.°? The few figures extant all 
‘concern the activity of the port of Jeddah. Around 1590-1 the port 
administrator and governor of the province claimed that, in the past, 
yearly revenues had amounted to 90,000 gold pieces (flari).°° 
However, it is impossible to determine whether by that figure he 
meant the entire revenues of Jeddah, or the 50 per cent share which 
theoretically should have accrued to the Ottoman central adminis- 
tration. To estimate the value of the goods which must have arrived in 
Jeddah at that time, we will base our calculation on the customs rate 
of 2.5 per cent demanded from Muslim merchants in many parts of 
the Ottoman Empire. Admittedly there is no guarantee that all traders 
doing business in Jeddah were Muslims, but the vast majority 
probably were. Under these circumstances we arrive at an estimate of 
goods worth 3,600,000 gold pieces. If the text refers not to the total 
revenue, but only to the central administration’s share, it would be 
necessary to double this figure. But since we have no information on 
the customs rates actually applied, this is no more than a very rough 
estimate. 

In 1590-1 the Jeddah port administrator declared that he had been 
able to collect only 46,000 gold pieces during the past year; this 
means that, during the 1580s, the traffic must have dropped by half. 
Apparently the Sultan’s Council assumed that this was a long-term 
development and not just a passing crisis, for its members tried to 
find alternative means of financing projects hitherto supported out of 
the Jeddah customs revenues.°* Peéew: remarks that an additional 
load was placed on merchants doing business in Jeddah by granting 
the Sherif a share in the customs revenues, and thereby indicates that 
he was familiar with the port’s difficulties.® In all likelihood, this 
chronicler also assumed that the abuses of officials had a share in the 
crisis. 

It is doubtful that these abuses were the only reason. From a recent 
study of Indian trade during the early modern period, we learn that 
links between Masulipatnam and the Arabian peninsula were being 
forged in the 1580s.°* If, in spite of this additional trade, the 
commerce of Jeddah was declining, we must assume that the newly 
developing trade with the eastern coast of southern India could not 
compensate for losses in trade with the western coast, particularly 
Surat and Calicut. European pirates certainly had a share in the 
decline of trade. Ottoman rescripts of the time mention the need to 
protect ships arriving from India from Portuguese attack.®° It is also 
possible that Jeddah was losing trade to the ports of Yemen, and the 
Sherif may not have been altogether mistaken in accusing the 
Ottoman port administrators of that province. 
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MECCA AND CAIRO 


As the Holy Cities depended on foodstuffs from Egypt, and Mamluk 
traditions continued to be important in many aspects of their 
inhabitants’ lives, contacts between the Hejaz and Cairo were parti- 
cularly close. The governor of Egypt, who at least for a while was the 
immediate superior of the administrator of Jeddah, was expected to 
keep himself informed of developments in the Holy Cities and pass 
on this information to Istanbul. However, the distances involved and 
the relatively independent position of the Sherif made it impossible 
for the Pasha of Egypt to play a major role in the day-to-day events of 
the Hejaz. 

Quite frequently the governor of Egypt was requested to make sure 
that the money and foodstuffs which the Ottoman Sultans sent to the 
Hejaz arrived on time.®? The crucial aspect of the governor's role was 
to control abuses in the administration and taxation of the villages 
whose contributions financed life in the Hejaz (see Chapter 4). Very 
often, however, these attempts at control ended in failure, and 
peasants mistreated by tax farmers and provincial administrators fled, 
disorganizing the delicate supply system of the Hejaz. Once collected, 
foodstuffs and money were transported to Mecca and Medina under 
the governor’s supervision. But complaints concerning failures in this 
area, such as delays and missing shipment, were not addressed to the 
governor but to the Sultan himself, in spite of the distances involved. 
The Sultan’s Council examined the complaint and, if necessary, sent 
instructions and admonitions to the governor of Egypt. As a result, 
the central administration could easily check on the performance of 
one of its most important provincial officials. On the other hand, it 
often took a long time before the governor received orders to 
intervene in a particular issue 


PRADE IN FOODSTUFFS, RED SEA TRAFFIC 
AND THE PORT OF SUEZ 


Connections between the Hejaz and Egypt were not limited to the 
official sector. Merchants also played a key role, as official subsidies 
were not sufficient to supply all the pilgrims and permanent residents 
of the Hejaz. Private trade is, however, very inadequately covered by 
the available sources; only the documents dealing with the problems 
of transportation on the Red Sea provide a certain amount of 
information 

Shipping on the Red Sea constituted one of the major bottlenecks; 
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for changing winds and numerous coral reefs only permitted ships 
leaving Suez to vee Yanbu’ or one of the minor anchoring 
points at certain times of the year.°* Shipbuilding was expensive due 
to the lack of timber, so that this basic raw material had to be 
imported from Anatolia, the territories north of the Black Sea or even 
India. Both owners and people leasing a ship therefore were tempted 
to earn back their expenses as quickly as possible by overloading. 
From the times of Ibn Djubayr to those of the Victorian traveller 
Richard Burton, we find numerous complaints about the avarice of 
ships’ captains and their unwillingness to take responsibility for the 
safety of passengers and cargo.°? To make a bad matter worse, 
boatbuilders had devised frames, which seem to have resembled those 


stances shipwrecks were frequent, and the high rate of losses 
increased the price of goods marketed in Mecca and Medina. 

Due to the lack of ships and boats, merchants came to compete for 
shipping space against the administrators of the Egyptian pious 
foundations, who delivered foodstuffs to the Holy Cities free of 
charge.”! Theoretically this problem should not have arisen, as the 
larger foundations owned their ships. But often these ships were 
insufficient or unavailable, as they had been contracted out for jobs 
quite unrelated to the foundation’s activities. For the foundations 
often ran out of cash, and then the rent for the use of ships paid by 
traders or even public officials was a welcome means of balancing the 
budget. Grain traders were not at all unhappy if the free food to be 
distributed by the foundations arrived late, for prices in the markets of 
Mecca and Medina increased in consequence, 

Opportunities to create artificial scarcities in Mecca and Medina 
were abundant.” The key figure in such manipulations was the 
farmer of the Suez customs who, in theory, was also responsible for 
making the owners of Red Sea ships adopt elementary security 
precautions. About the farmers of the Suez customs, accusations of 

corruption were common enough. We thus hear of a farmer who 
be inaend had embezzled 7000 gold pieces.?> Other complaints 
concerned Suez customs farmers who allegedly had given the order to 
unload grains belonging to Egyptian foundations from ships ready for 
the voyage to Jeddah, so that space became available for the wares of 
merchants. 

In 1577-8 the key role of the emins of Suez in the traffic to Mecca 
and Medina was given as the reason for entrusting only Muslims with 
that office. Previous Jewish holders of the position were accused of 
not supplying the pilgrims with the necessary ships, so that the latter 
were in danger of missing, or had already missed, the time of the 


: 
: 
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pilgrimage. Given the welter of accusation and counter-accusation in 
the hotbed of intrigue that was the port of Suez, and the absence of 
documents concerning later years, it is difficult to place this event in 
its proper context.’* 
There was a major difference between Mecca and Medina, on the 
one hand, and all other Ottoman cities including Istanbul on the 
other: only in these two cities, and nowhere else, was a large portion 
of the food supply secured by mechanisms other than private trade. In 
ordinary Ottoman cities, the inhabitants depended on the services of 
merchants bringing in grain for their very survival, and this situation 
explains why Ottoman administrators, even if they controlled the 
activities of traders, still regarded them as necessary and therefore 
worthy of protection. Due to the special situation of the Holy Cities, 
however, the Ottoman administrators dealing with the Hejaz tended 
to regard private trade mainly as a potential source of abuses, to be 
supervised with suspicion. 

Supplying the Holy Cities became somewhat easier when, from 
approximately the second half of the seventeenth century onward, 
Indian rice became ayailable in sizable quantities — though rice still 
was not the item of mass consumption that it was to become in the 
nineteenth century.’ In this early period we hear of rice distributed 
as alms in the name of the Sultan of Golconda, rather than of private 
dealers in rice. Quite possibly, the inhabitants of Mecca and Medina 
first became accustomed to the consumption of rice because it came 
as a free gift. Only after they had become familiar with this grain, and 
the possible ways of preparing it, were people ready to spend money 
on the purchase of rice, and only then did opportunities open up for 
commerce. 


MECCA AND DAMASCUS 


Where food supplies were concerned, the links of the Hejaz to Syria 
were far less important than those to Egypt. Politically speaking, the 
governor of Damascus also played a less important role down to the 
eighteenth century, as long as this official did not regularly appear in 
the Hejaz in person as commander of the pilgrimage. In exceptional 
instances, however, governors of Damascus were active in Hejazi 
politics i in the seventeenth century as well, even to the point of depos- 
ing an unruly Sherif. Ewliya Celebi, no friend of that particular dyn- 
asty, witnessed such an event in 1672 and gave a long and elaborate 
description of an Ottoman expedition directed against Sherif Sa'd, 
who was invited to present himself before the pilgrimage com- 
mander and Damascus governor Hiiseyin Pasha.”° The Pasha and his 
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waiting for quite some time, and Sherif Sa‘d did 
taken flight and was duly deposed. 
nts profited from the pilgrimage. But 
gs mainly not with the Hejazis but with the pilgrims, 
them their mounts, riding utensils, clothes and 
iomaee the volume of the business thus generated, we 
ce the train following Ewliya Celebi to the Hejaz, which had 
‘to him by the Damascus governor: several slaves, six 
, four camel litters, a tent, as well as food and fodder 
horses.?? Nor was this the ultimate in luxury; for while 
e from a sade with connections at court, he himself had 
d high office. . Admittedly the governor of Damascus had not 
full market price for the slaves, animals and travel gear he 
Ewliya’s disposal, but no doubt other wealthy pilgrims paid 
price for comfortable travel. Of course the artisans and 
of Cairo benefited from the Egyptian pilgrimage in similar 
other trade opportunities were much greater in Cairo, 
er, the caravan trade probably was less prominent in the city’s 
life than its Damascus counterpart. 
their needs at the caravan fair of 
a few stops to the south of Damascus on the route to 
‘In the nineteenth century this was to become a major 
jal centre, and one of Syria’s earliest train lines linked this 
with Damascus.’? From a rescript dated 1637-8 we learn that 
r lasted ten days and that, at least in principle, goods acquired 
i¢ pilgrims for use on the journey were supposed to be exempt 
taxes and customs dues. Things often were quite different in 
; in the 1630s, the governor of Damascus usually sent a 
ket administrator and some soldiers to Muzayrib to collect taxes. 
Nl latter demanded dues from both buyers and sellers which 
amounted to 25 per cent of the purchase price. In addition, the 
_ administrator made the merchants Pay 40-50 ghurush merely for the 
_ Privilege of displaying their wares in a stall. As a result the fair was 
‘not much frequented, and this constituted a grave inconvenience to 
‘the pilgrims. Indirect evidence for this state of affairs is provided by 
the Edime scholar ‘Abd al-Rahman Hibri, whose pilgrimage to 
- Mecca: fell in the year 1632. ‘Abd al-Rahman Hibri certainly travelled 
in style, but his entire outfit had been bought in Damascus; in 
Muzayrib he only rented the necessary camels.° 
In the rescript of 1637-8 the Pasha of Damascus was held 
responsible for the sad state of the Muzayrib fair: to reactivate 
business, he was ordered to stop collecting taxes from the pilgrims’ 
necessities. All other goods were to be taxed ‘at the rate which has 
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been customary for a Jong time’. This last remark is important for the 
modern historian, as here we have the oldest reference to the fact that 
things not immediately needed by pilgrims could be purchased in 
Muzayrib. Possibly the authors of the rescript were thinking of the 
well-known textiles of Damascus, which may have found a market 
in Mecca and Medina as well.*' However, the sultanic rescript of 
1637-8 apparently had little immediate effect. Ewliya Celebi, who 
visited Muzayrib in 1672, only noted that the place was fortified and 
that pilgrimage stores were kept there, and said nothing about a fair.” 
Derwish Mehmed Edib, whose pilgrimage report dates from the year 
1682, very briefly mentions the locality, and thus probably did not 
notice anything remarkable cither.** Muzayrib’s revival must date 
from a much later period. 


TRADERS IN MECCA AND THE MINA FAIR 


As the centre of the hajj, Mecca was more specialized in its functions 
than any other city of the Ottoman Empire; the city lived off the 


pilgrims, the Sultan’s subventions and trade. While almost all cities of 


the early modern period possessed an agricultural hinterland, this was 
absent in the Meccan instance. Even the gardens in the city’s 
immediate vicinity were not very productive. Artisans were also in 
short supply, and our sources do not mention the craft guilds so 
characteristic of Ottoman towns, Cairo included. Craftsmen to work 
on the numerous Ottoman building projects usually were brought in 
from Syria and Egypt. Ewliya Celebi noted that the Meccans only 
applied themselves to commerce.** But the normal base for local 
trade was also missing, as there were no agricultural products of the 
immediate vicinity that could be marketed in Mecca, nor local 
manufactures. Meccan trade for the most part was long-distance 
trade. 

Trade in Mecca took place in two locations:®> in the city itself 
during the days which preceded and followed the pilgrimage 
ceremonies, and in the settlement of Mina/Muna, where the pilgrims 
spent several days on their return from the plateau of ‘Arafat. In 
Mecca two covered markets were at the disposal of traders, the 
smaller of these being known as the Syrian or Damascene market, 
probably because of the goods and traders to be found there. During 
the pilgrimage season, these covered markets were insufficient, and 
then the entrances of houses or, if sun shades could be installed, even 
the facades were turned into temporary shops. Ewliya Celebi claims 


The Pilgrimage in Economic and Political Contexts 169 


hion the number of shops increased to six thousand, but 
often should be taken with a grain of salt. Even if he does 
the pilgrimage season must have been the occasion for a 
‘of petty trading, as many pilgrims sold a few wares to help 
Jong and expensive journeys. Others for the same reason 
9 purchase goods which they hoped to sell profitably in their 
Unfortunately, we know nothing about the way in which 
these ‘amateurs’ went about finding a market for their goods, whether 
they made use of brokers or other intermediaries, or whether Meccan 
merchants ever sold goods on commission. 
_ The fair of Mina was held in the context of a general celebration, 
for at this time most of the prohibitions pilgrims had to respect while 
the rites of pilgrimage were temporarily suspended. 
wliya has described the experience: officers of the pilgrimage 
taravan and public criers announced that buyers and sellers were 
under the protection of the Ottoman Sultan, and called upon the 
sellers to lay out their wares. The Sherifs, who owned a residence in 
this locality, had it illuminated for the occasion, and artisans and 
pilgrims decorated shops, coffee houses and tents in the same 
fashion. Many valuable textiles could be purchased in the shops, and 
claims that there he encountered people from all four corners 
of the Islamic world. Precious stones and aromatics were available in 
5 Some traders even went so far as to decorate their shops 
with them.*? As no dues were collected at this fair, many people may 
have been encouraged to exhibit their treasures. In the middle of this 
festive disorder, small boys from notable Meccan families were 
circumcised, the soldiers fired their guns into the air, and in the 
evening there were fireworks, at which the skills of Egyptian 
Specialists were much admired.** 

The combination of fair and public festivity is not unique to the 
Mecean pilgrimage, but is characteristic of many festivities in the 
Ancient World.*? It was the trade in luxury goods which set Mina 
apart from other fairs with a strongly festive component, most of 
which were oriented toward local consumption. The great Balkan 
fairs of the seventeenth and cighteenth centuries, which Ewliya also 
admired very much, were not accompanied by major festivities.”° 
Perhaps the closest parallel to what happened in Mina is the festival 
of the Egyptian saint Ahmad Badawi of Tanta, where a great fair also 
formed part of the celebrations.?' Ewliya claims to have encountered 
Indian, Yemeni, Iranian and Arab traders in Tanta, who sold their 
wares in huts or tents serving as temporary shops. Some of these 
Visitors also frequented the khans of the city. Presumably the festive 
atmosphere in Mina, which the merchants enhanced by gencrous 
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offerings of perfumes, also was good for business.?? This atmosphere 
of generalized goodwill was all the more important as many of the 
buyers and sellers were not professionals. 

Apart from the Indian textiles, aromatics and precious stones 
traded in Mecca and Mina, special attention should be paid to the 
coffee trade.?3 Ewliya mentions the existence of coffee houses in 
Mina, where Abyssinian slave women sang and played their instru- 
ments. But coffee was also a commodity which down to the beginning 
of the eighteenth century was grown uniquely in the Yemen, and 
therefore available in the Hejaz more readily than elsewhere. Taking 
a load of coffee to Cairo or Istanbul could be a lucrative deal for a 
pilgrim with money to invest. In Ewliya Celebi’s time, the consump- 
tion of coffee had reached a level which permitted the major 
merchants to compensate without any trouble for the loss of the 
transit trade in spices to Europe, which was one of the most important 
reasons for the seventeenth-century decline of Venice. Even in the 
eighteenth century, when coffee produced on the Caribbean islands 
had begun to compete with Yemeni coffee, the coffee dealers were 
among the wealthiest merchants of Cairo. The consumption of coffee 
in the Ottoman Empire was frequently forbidden, however, particu- 
larly in the reign of Murad IV (reigned 1623-40). In justifying the 
prohibition, the effects of coffee were said to be comparable to those 
of alcohol; but the decisive factor was probably the sociability of the 
coffee house, in which people talked to one another and what they 
said was not always readily controlled by the authorities. Prohibitions 
generally were effective for short periods only; and Ewliya Celebi did 
not fail to purchase several loads of coffee, which he took along to 
Cairo.** 

As well as coffee, Chinese porcelain could be obtained in Mecca 
more easily than in other parts of the Ottoman Empire.?> We have 
already encountered a sixteenth-century Sherif who gave away 
Chinese porcelain (or an Iranian imitation in fayence) as an official 
gift. This was not an exceptional circumstance; Ewliya Celebi, who 
probably was less impressed by this novelty than Peéewi, once 
remarked, not without irony, that the Sherif gave away ‘cups and 
saucers’.?© At the Ottoman court there were connoisseurs of 
porcelain, and the Sultans of the period built up a major collection of 
sixteenth- and seventeenth-century Chinese porcelain. Certain pieces 
were elaborately decorated at the Ottoman court with gold and 
jewellery, but, given the state of our sources, we cannot determine 
whether this decoration was intended to enhance a highly esteemed 
piece or to compensate for the low intrinsic value assigned to this 
material.?7 
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ODS OF BARGAINING: AN INDICATOR OF 
CULTURAL CONTACTS? 


Meccan merchants, a special form of bargaining was current, 
Ewliya apparently encountered in this city for the first time and 
he has described at some length.?® A customer desiring to 
certain piece of goods negotiated the price with the seller by 
‘ holding hands under a piece of cloth. The offer was made 
_ and accepted or refused by manual signs, while the parties to the 

‘purchase neither looked at one another nor said a word. Thus an 
- outsider had no way of knowing the price agreed upon, or indeed if a 
had been made, even if the deal concerned very large sums, 

this secrecy was deemed such an advantage that the risk of 

misunderstandings was not a deterrent. 

_ Ewliya calls this method of doing business an auction. Why it thus 

appeared to him can be better understood with the help of an older 
description of a similar practice, which we find in the account of the 

Bolognese traveller Ludovico di Varthéma.%? The latter had become a 
‘Mamluk and visited Mecca in 1503; later he continued his travels to 
India. In the city of Calicut, on the southwestern coast of India, the 

traveller observed a method of bargaining by manual signs; only, in 

this case, a broker also was involved. Seller and broker, or at a later 

stage buyer and broker, without speaking, counted ‘from one ducat to 

a hundred thousand’, thus indicating the range of prices considered 

appropriate for the goods in question. Again the fingers were hidden 

under a piece of fabric, and when the two partners came to an 

agreement, they indicated this fact to one another by a sign of the 

fingertips. Probably Ewliya also knew that the method of bargaining 

he had seen involved counting, and this fact reminded him of an 

auction. 

We cannot be sure whether this custom was Indian or Arab in 
origin; given the frequency of commercial relations between the two 
coasts, either one of the two is possible. However, an Indian origin 
seems more likely. Probably, merchants perceived a twofold advan- 
tage in this proceeding; on the one hand, traders with no common 
language could negotiate with one another, although the example 
described by Ludovico di Varthéma shows that brokers might be 
employed nonetheless. In addition, by keeping the deal secret from 
outsiders, the merchants in question affirmed their membership of an 
exclusive commercial fraternity, one of the trading communities so 
characteristic of early modern India. Established merchants of Mecca 

also may haye wished to emphasize that they were ‘different’ from the 


172 Pilgrims and Sultans 


many ‘amateurs’ who crowded into the city during the pilgrimage 
season. 


‘INVISIBLE’ TRADE 


Although Mecca and the nearby fair of Mina constituted major 
centres of international trade, the Ottoman central administration 
paid very little attention to what happened there. Provincial records 
located in Cairo are slightly more explicit but, even so, Ewliya’s 
account still constitutes by far the most usable source, one which 
sometimes permits us to make sense of certain vague allusions in the 
Ottoman documents. In the last few decades, economic historians of 
India have also concerned themselves with trade relations between the 
Indian subcontinent and the Arabian peninsula. But the material at 
their disposal is largely Portuguese, Dutch and later English, and its 
perspective is defined accordingly. Reconstructing this trade, there- 
fore, is something of a jigsaw puzzle. We can only hope that a few 
more pieces will be located in the future.’ 

Ottoman archives contain so little evidence on the trade of Mecca 
and Mina because the documents of the time so often were financial 
in character, and the Ottoman state collected scarcely any taxes in the 
Hejaz. The fair of Mina owed its liveliness to its exemption from all 
taxes. If market dues were collected in Mecca proper — and at present 
we have no evidence that they were — they filled the coffers of the 
Sherif. Thus, even if everything went well, the Ottoman adminis- 
tration benefited from Hejazi trade only to the extent that it collected 
one half of the Jeddah customs. The archive materials of early 
modern states concentrated upon war and the collection of taxes, and 
the Ottoman state was no exception to this rule. Thus the war in 
Yemen and the conflicts with the Portuguese are fairly well 
documented, while trade relations which did not immediately benefit 
the state treasury were passed over in silence. 

Moreover, artisans’ guilds, which constituted an important means 
of taxation and control in the Ottoman core lands of Rumelia and 
Anatolia, due to the special conditions obtaining in the Hejaz either 
did not exist at all or at least did not function in the manner known 
elsewhere. This is another reason for the lack of trade-oriented 
documentation. In most Ottoman cities, on the other hand, the local 
kadi registers and the record books of the central administration 
contain a fair number of complaints concerning the quality and prices 

of goods manufactured by local craftsmen, including disputes with 
merchants. Moreover, the Sherifs, who dealt with many issues which 
elsewhere would have been the responsibility of the local governor, do 
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special character of Mecca as a city which lived by and 
s, and in which Ottoman government was exercised 
narrowly circumscribed limits. 


Conclusion 


It has been one of the main aims of this book to depict the manner in 
which the Ottoman political class, which for four centuries organized 
many of the more visible aspects of the pilgrimage, viewed and 
depicted its own role in the Hejaz.' An attempt certainly has been 
made to analyse Ottoman rule in the Holy Cities with the aid of 
categories used in contemporary political discourse, and not that of 
the sixteenth or seventeenth centuries. But at the centre of the story 
we have placed the Ottoman authorities and, wherever possible, the 
pilgrims themselves. 

If we were dealing with a chapter of European history, this would 
not need any justification. We have accustomed ourselves to studying 
the Spanish Reconquista between the thirteenth and sixteenth 
centuries from a Spanish point of view, or to regarding the integration 
of formerly Ottoman Hungary into the eighteenth-century Habsburg 
Empire from a Viennese perspective. But when Middle Eastern 
history is dealt with in Europe or North America, such an ‘internalist’ 
perspective does not go without saying: quite the contrary. Somehow 
authors will assume, at least subconsciously, that events within the 
Ottoman Empire receive their significance mainly from the impact 
which they have upon developments in Europe. Yet this is a narrow 
and unrealistic view. Over the centuries, political and economic 
processes of major importance, such as the securing of food supplies 
for pilgrims and permanent inhabitants of the Hejaz, took place 
without European rulers or merchants having any share in the 
undertaking. It should be the aim of any historical work concerning 
the Middle East to counteract the unfortunate tendency of regarding 
European—American history as the only ‘real’ history, to which every- 
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g else is merely an adjunct? Admittedly many historians do not 
that way, and even when an effort is made to present Middle 
history in its own terms, the attempt is not always successful. 


INTERNAL VERSUS EXTERNAL PERSPECTIVES 


tides not Richard ‘Burton and John Lewis Burckhardt, but mainly 


the secretaries of the Sultan’s Council, Ewliya Celebi and Siiheyli. It 


‘is the principal task of historians to reconstruct the environments and 


_ historical processes of the past. But this is only possible if we 


familiarize ourselves with as many data from the relevant period as 
possible, so that, in a squeeze, we could have bought supplies at the 
fair of Muzayrib or participated in the festivities at Mina, without 
making undue fools of ourselves. To a somewhat lesser extent, this 
also applies to readers. Both sides will find their tasks easier if the 
writings of Ottoman authors are given priority. For if the account is 
built mainly on the observations of Burckhardt, Burton or Rutter, the 
danger of producing a variety of European social and intellectual 
history, instead of the Ottoman history we are aiming at, is very great 
indeed. 


This statement has an affinity to historicist positions, and as such 
needs qualification.? For it should not be taken to mean that in 
explaining Ottoman hajj procedures, no categories should be used 
apart from those known to the participants themselves. That kind of 
an approach seems impractical, and to advocate it would be self- 
contradictory, as the key category of sultanic legitimation, upon which 
Our entire account is constructed, was not employed by sixteenth- or 
Seventeenth-century Ottomans. Moreover, in the minds of many 
historians, historicist positions are associated with a staunch political 
conservatism, and this connotation is certainly not intended either. 
Thus the position taken here is eclectic; reconstructions of human 
relationships connected with the hajj are undertaken on the basis of 
Ottoman material, and with a strong emphasis on the interpretations 
given to these events by the participants. But, at the same time, many 
crucial categories of analysis come from the arsenal of history writing 
in the late twentieth century. 

The present study is conceived as a work of political and above all 
social history, which means that we focus upon changes within 
Ottoman society itself. Obviously, the pilgrimage could also be treated 
from totally different perspectives, a focus on religious practice 
constituting the most obvious alternative. Yet it seems that there is a 
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strong explanatory force inherent in regarding ceremonies, buildings 
or literary texts as products of the societies in which they were 
created, and to explain what social and political needs were satisfied 
by putting up one kind of building rather than another, or by writing 
pilgrimage accounts and chronicles rather than novels or newspaper 
articles. This does not mean that we would advocate a reduction of all 
human activity to social and possibly even economic needs. Through- 
out the centuries, art, literature and religion have often developed in 
ways that owe as much to the internal dynamics of the field in 
question as to the social context, and the pilgrimage above everything 
else is a religious phenomenon which cannot be reduced (for 
instance) to commercial interests. But even though we admit that the 
history of religion, and thereby of the pilgrimage to Mecca, need to be 
studied on their own terms, that does not preclude close attention 
to the social and political context in which this phenomenon took 
place. 


HISTORICAL CHANGE, RAPID OR SLOW-MOVING 


Throughout the Ottoman period, the social and political structures 
which enabled pilgrims to get to the Holy Cities and back again, 
changed very slowly. Slow change does not mean no change at all. In 
the present study, we have attempted to show that the ‘timeless 
Orient’ of European travelogues and secondary studies is a construct 
with little relation to reality. In the course of our study, we have 
encountered a number of instances of historical change even in the 
Holy Cities, where existing arrangements often were legitimized by 
religious means, and change was correspondingly slow. Around the 
year 1600, the Ottoman administration in the face of appreciable local 
resistance attempted to impose its own ideas of what a well-organized 
pilgrimage city was supposed to look like. The attempt of Sultan 
Murad III to separate the Great Mosque from the surrounding urban 
tissue demonstrates the will of this ruler to impose new urban 
concepts upon the ancient city (see Chapter 5). It is therefore a grave 
methodological error to amalgamate data from the twelfth, sixteenth 
and nineteenth centuries, with the facile assumption that ‘nothing 
changed much anyway’. For this proceeding renders invisible the slow 
but significant change the historian should try to track down 
The amalgamation of data specific to centuries far removed from 
one another at first sight may appear as mere sloppiness, but in reality 
it has a deeper significance.* Quite a few European and American 
students of the Ottoman Empire have tended to regard Ottoman state 
and society as the ‘other’ par excellence, incomprehensible and, 
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scarcely repaying any effort at comprehension. To put it 

crudely, if European society has a history, the ‘other’, in 

¢ the Ottoman, has none. In the political realm, however, ‘the 

f change could not well be denied, and the most frequently 

scheme of Ottoman history assumes a rapid ‘rise’ between about 

0 and 1520, a short period of ‘florescence’ (1520-1600), and a 

ig period of decline from 1600 to the end of the empire in 1918- 

. On the other hand, the society which nolens volens supported this 

Hite supposedly changed little if at all in the course of the centuries.> 

techniques, religious notions, fashions and family struc- 

{ sreaisined all but immobile and, outside of the major cities, the 

changing tides of history had but a limited impact upon the lives of 

People. 

___ During the last few decades, the work of Marc Bloch, Fernand 
Braudel and Emmanuel Le Roy Ladurie, in particular, has alerted 
historians to the importance of long-term, evenly paced secular 

change. If we transfer their insights into the Middle Eastern field — 

which unfortunately still happens but rarely — the notion that the 
social history of the Middle East was an area of ‘slow’ historical 
moyement ceases to be usable as a feature by which to differentiate 
the history of this region from its European counterpart. Even in 
economically active regions of Europe such as northern and central 

Ttaly, certain aspects of feudal social structure survived even the 

Napoleonic period and, according to some authors, retained their 

Vitality down to the middle of the twentieth century.© Where 

latecomers to industrialization such as the German territories are 

concerned, the survival of feudal structures and values into the 
twentieth century is not merely well-known to the specialist but forms 
part of general culture. We thus would do well to avoid the stereotype 
which contrasts a ‘static Orient’ and a ‘dynamic Occident’ and limit 
ourselves to the more modest statement that before the industrial 
revolution and its worldwide consequences, the pace of historical 
change throughout the world was a good deal slower than today. 
The period covered by the present study may be considered 

‘medium length’, amounting to somewhat less than two centuries. 
Long enough for historical change to occur, it allows us to point up 
the interplay between structural and conjunctural factors which 

constitutes the essence of social and economic history. At the same 

time it is still short enough to permit the researcher a reasonable 

of the available sources. The relative brevity of the timespan 
from 1517 to 1683 also makes the problem of amalgamating, or not 
amalgamating, data from different periods somewhat easier to handle. 

While the use of historical evidence from different periods obscures 

intervening change, for periods where documentation is limited, we 
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often are obliged to use texts from a previous or following decade, or 
even century, to make sense of the text we are trying to interpret. This 
contradiction can be held within manageable bounds most easily if the 
period studied is not too long. 

When pointing out the dynamic aspects of Ottoman early modem 
social history we sometimes encounter the objection that this state 
was dynamic in its early days because it controlled the great 
international trade routes of the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries. 
When the Ottomans failed in their attempt to dislodge the Portuguese 
from the Indian Ocean, and when, in the early seventeenth century, 
the Dutch took over from the Portuguese as the principal European 
trading power in the Indian Ocean region, supposedly this dynamism 
was rapidly lost.7 In this view, Ottoman dynamism is regarded as a 
result of a configuration basically external to the empire itself, and 
Ottoman—European trade relations in this context play an especially 
important role. But the present study has shown that the Ottoman 
administration of the sixteenth century made considerable efforts to 
change social arrangements in the Hejaz. As the Hejaz of this period 
was quite remote from European trade, and European political 
influence all but non-existent before the nineteenth century, it does 
not seem reasonable to link all change and dynamism in the area 
directly or indirectly to European intervention. 

Initiatives originating with the Ottoman central administration were 
particularly visible in the built environment. The Great Mosque of 
Mecca was refashioned to conform to Ottoman models, and the 
attempt of Sultan Murad III (reigned 1574-95) to disengage the 
mosque from the surrounding houses may almost be regarded as a 
forerunner of twentieth-century urban solutions. Behind these 
initiatives, we discern the intention to impose a mode of behaviour in 
the sacred precinct which Ottoman bureaucrats considered appropri- 
ate, and which differed from the behaviour considered normal among 
the generality of pilgrims and townsmen. Unfortunately, the docu- 
mentation unearthed to date does not permit us to figure out to what 
extent the Ottoman administration succeeded or failed in imposing its 
ideas in the long run. 

If we try to set up an alternative model to the all but immobile 
society often referred to in the literature, it makes sense to imagine 
Ottoman state and society as a permanently growing complex of 
institutions and practices. This model implies that society, and 
particularly Ottoman society in the Hejaz, was not monolithic, so that 

not only consensus but also numerous contradictions existed between 
its different subsections.* A comparison of the Ottoman Empire after 
1600 with ancien régime France seems appropriate; in both cases the 
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of new institutions rarely involved the abrogation of the old 
nes, and the resulting complexity is often confusing to the outsider. 
. comparable overlay, only of even greater complexity, existed in the 
norms and social practices from the times of the Prophet 
u and his immediate successors, buildings from the 
__ Abbasid period, a supply system which had assumed its most salient 
a in the period of the Mamluk Sultans, and Ottoman 
_ institutions for ensuring the security of the pilgrims all functioned at 
__ the yery same time, and, as we have seen, friction resulting from this 
_ heterogeneity was not rare. 

Political action in the Hejaz involved the reduction of this friction 

to ‘manageable proportions at minimal cost to a remote central 

usually hard pressed for funds. It would have been 
beyond the means of the Ottoman government to impose in this 
remote province, which largely lacked both a peasantry and urban 
artisans, the administrative structure characteristic of the ‘core’ 
provinces, with their tax grants, market tolls and craft guilds. There is 
no evidence that direct administration was ever considered. To 
mention a minor but characteristic example of this attitude: when 
Ewliya Celebi, after his adventurous travel to the Hejaz in 1672, 
expressed his annoyance at Sherif Sa’d who made life so difficult for 
the pilgrims, he did not say that he wished the Ottoman Sultan might 
punish his iniquities by fire and sword. This way of speaking, 
however, had come quite naturally to the pious and scholarly Ibn 
Djubayr, who in his time had felt wronged by a remote predecessor of 
Sherif Sa'd (see Chapter 1). Ewliya limits himself to a gleeful 
enumeration of the humiliations to which the medieval Sherifs 
supposedly had been subjected by an irate Mamluk Sultan.? In 
Ewliya’s view, the Sherifs formed part of the inescapable political 
realities of the Hejaz, who might be manipulated at times, but who for 
the most part had to be endured. 

This is all the more remarkable as, by the end of the First World 
War, the situation had changed completely. When amir Ibn Sa’itid 
took power in the Hejaz in 1925, he no longer felt bound by the 
centuries-old custom that a suzerain might depose a Sherif, but had 
to replace him by another member of the same family. Certainly the 
length and bitterness of the struggle by which Ibn Sa’tid had come to 
power explains this radical innovation, but only in part. In all 
probability the amir felt much less compelled to come to an 
agreement with the Sherifal family, as his Wahabi convictions allowed 
him more radical departures from established political practices than 
had been true of the nineteenth-century political class of the Ottoman 
Empire.'° After all, the Wahabi variety of Islam aimed at reshaping 
political conditions as far as possible according to the practice of 
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early Islam. Given this outlook, there was no further need to seek 
accommodation with the Sherifs, who, after all, had established 
themselves well after the Abbasid rise to power. Thus it is not merely 
due to short-range considerations that the end of Ottoman rule in the 


Hejaz also resulted in the eclipse of the Sherifal dynasty, after about a 
thousand years of rule- 


RELIGION AND CHANGING TIMES 


It is remarkable that a religious movement which took the early 
Islamic period for a model should have been so much inclined toward 
radical innovation in the political sphere. This should induce us to 
reflect anew on the role of religion im historical change. In Islam, 
religious scholars will attempt w solve problems occurring in the 
course of time by referring to the Koran and to the Sunna — that is, 
the practice of the Prophet Muhammad as recorded in his sayings, 
some of them real and others attributed"! This gives the impression 
that religious practice is immutable and monolithic, particularly 
since the freedom of interpretation allowed religious scholars is 
strictly limited. Here again, experience of European history should 
guard us against hasty conclusions. Even though the dogma of the 
Catholic Church changed little from the Council of Trent (1545-9 
and 1562-3) to the Second Vaticanum (1962-5), the piety and world 
view of, for example, Teilhard de Chardin, differs profoundly from 
that of Ignatius Loyola. Not only are beliefs and ritual significant: at 
least as important are the attitudes both of religious scholars and 
ordinary believers toward their faith. To give an example: al! Muslims 
concur in the belief that the Prophet Muhammad was a human being 
and in no way divine. But while Ottoman Sunnis of the seventeenth 
or nineteenth centuries did not feel that visits to the Prophet's grave 
in any way contradicted this belief, many Wahabis of the nineteenth 
and early twentieth centuries found it very difficult to tolerate this 
practice. In their view, visits to the Prophet’s grave might tempt 
fallible human beings to place a human being at the side of God, and 
thereby commit the sin of idolatry. Other examples abound. Thus 
many non-Wahabi Muslims of past centuries, would not have 
regarded the existence of a corpus of legends concerning the Prophet 
as detracting in any way from the humanity of the Prophet, even 
though many twentieth-century Muslims may see the matter in a 
different light. Nor was the respect accorded the descendants of the 
Prophet, including the Sherifs of Mecca, regarded as a culpable 
narrowing of the distance between God and mankind. 

In a more mundane sphere, it seems that not all pilgrims shared the 
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views of sixteenth-century Ottoman administrations concerning a 
‘clear separation of the sacred and profane, as evinced in the quarrel 


concerning the Iranians and their ‘cradles and mattresses’ (see 
Chapter 5). Wealthy pilgrims of the sixteenth century, and of later 
times too, apparently could not be convinced that there was anything 
reprehensible about houses whose windows overlooked the Great 
Mosque. Quite to the contrary, nineteenth-century accounts of the 
city record the existence of such houses; unfortunately, at present we 
do not know from what time onwards they were rebuilt. Thus, even if 
the basic features of the faith remain unchanged, the practice of 
religion, like most other human activities, shows something we might 
call a period style. Because religion had a strong impact on the daily 
lives of the Hejazis, and this religion was based upon immutable t 


centuries. But this assumption would still be an error.!? 


THE PILGRIMAGE AS AN INTEGRATIVE FACTOR 


Apart from the interplay of a continuity and socio-political change, 
the present study has focused upon the pilgrimage as an integrative 
factor within Ottoman society, and the role of pilgrim protection in 
the legitimation of the Ottoman Sultan. The integration of state 
territories, that is the increasing mutual involvement of cities, regions 
and social groups within a given territory, has been a favourite topic of 
many historians ever since the nineteenth century. This scholarly 
interest has been conditioned by practical considerations, as from the 
late eighteenth century onward, the major states and societies of 
Europe forced the pace of integration by the creation of national 
markets, a system of roads and canals, and, ultimately, national 
educational systems.'3 Moreover, in the second half of the twentieth 
century, at least in western Europe, a further spurt of integration has 
experienced, not only on the inter-state level, but also in terms 
of social organization. Many professional associations, political move- 
ments and clubs, which often succeed in arousing strong loyalties in 
their members, function on a supra-national level. These experiences 
no doubt constitute an important reason why a late twentieth-century 
historian regards the integrative potential of the pilgrimage as 
something crucially important. 

In the nineteenth century, the Ottoman political class also pursued 
the integration of its remaining territory by means of railway con- 
struction, administrative reform and a new-style educational system.'* 
This task proved beyond the means of a multinational empire plagued 
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by outside intervention and a severe shortage of capital. Nonetheless, 
the legacy it left to its successor states, particularly in the form of a 
trained bureaucracy, proved significant. This state of affairs encour- 
ages us to search for policies pursued by governments and factors 
operating in favour of integration within the major empires of the 
preindustrial period as well. These factors often differ in kind from 
those to which we are accustomed today. But this does not mean that 
political integration was not pursued in preindustrial empires, and 
that the latter were held together exclusively by military force. 
Military might was not unimportant on the level of the empire as a 
whole, but the Ottoman administration in the Hejaz disposed only of 
a very minor military force, and had to depend on political solutions. 
This was possible because a whole web of interests had been created 
which tied different sections of the Hejazi population to the Ottoman 
state. The Beduins could only expect to receive their subsidies if the 
central administration was both able and willing to pay. By demon- 
strations of their ‘nuisance value’, which in extreme cases might 
include major attacks upon the pilgrimage caravans, they might 
attempt to increase their subsidies. But a withdrawal of the Ottoman 
central government from this area would have been a disadvantage 
and not an advantage to most Hejazi Beduins. 

The inhabitants of Mecca and Medina, too, were integrated into 
the Ottoman system by pious foundations and subsidies. Throughout 
the centuries the townsmen have provided essential goods and 
services to pilgrims, for which they demanded and received high 
prices. Many of them rented their houses, permitted the installation 
of temporary stalls in their porches, and provided the pilgrims with 
food and water. Many inhabitants of Mecca and Medina acted as 
guides to the pilgrims, showed them the proper execution of the 
relevant rituals and helped them organize their journeys to Mina, 
Muzdalifa and ‘Arafat. Apart from gifts and payments on the part of 
individual pilgrims, the official donations received by the townsmen 
enabled them to survive, and presumably they demanded less from 
individual pilgrims than they would have done if no official support 
had been forthcoming. Thus the pious foundations of Egypt, by their 
remittances of grain and money, contributed not only to the 
integration of the Hejazis, but to that of the pilgrims as well. 

As to the inhabitants of the numerous Ottoman towns with a 
number of foundations benefiting the Holy Cities, they were included 
in a wider geographical horizon by the mere existence of these 
foundations. In a time in which travel was difficult and expensive, it 
must have been of some significance to experience a concrete link 
with Mecca and Medina, even though we do not know whether some 
Rumelians and Anatolians did not react with a degree of hostility 


Apart the economic interests of certain groups of the 
population, the integrative function of the pilgrimage routes them- 
selves should be taken into consideration. The routes travelled by 
pilgrims also functioned as trade routes, partly because pilgrimage 
caravans were used by merchants (see Chapter 2), partly because 
many pilgrims did some trading on the side. Trade routes, on the 
other hand, were at the basis of the economic resilience which the 
Ottoman showed down into the eighteenth century. Crises, 
which outside observers often presumed would destroy the state, time 
and again were , and between 1700 and 1760 Ottoman 
trade and crafts even went through a period of expansion.!> In his 
monumental work on capitalism and the economy in the early modern 
world, Fernand Braudel has connected this remarkable resilience of 
the Ottoman polity with the fact that, down to the beginning of the 
nineteenth century, the government continued to control the trade 
routes leading through its territory.'° Braudel’s judgment does not 
refer to the international transit routes: some of the latter, particularly 
the route leading from the silk-producing regions of western Iran to 
Izmir and Istanbul, at the beginning of the eighteenth century were in 
a state of profound crisis.!7 But internal trade continued to flourish 
down to the 1760s, when it fell victim to the exigencies of almost 
constant war. 

Ottoman internal trade routes, the connection between 
Istanbul and the Hejaz by way of Damascus was of major importance, 
and the same thing can be said of the overland route from Cairo to 
Mecca and Medina and the Red Sea route. The commercial activity 
along these routes was due not only to the supply trade of the Holy 
Gities, but also to the trade in coffee, which from the sixteenth 
century onward became increasingly popular in the Ottoman Empire. 
Down into the fifteenth century, as we have seen, coffee had been all 
but unknown outside of Yemen.'* But by the year 1500, it was being 
brought to Mecca by pilgrims and merchants from the Yemen, and 
rapidly caught on. In the seventeenth century the coffee trade even 
became so profitable that Cairo wholesalers recouped their losses 
from the transit trade in spices to Europe, now in the hands of the 
Dutch, and did not experience the profound commercial crisis the 
Venetians suffered after losing the transit trade. Thus the pilgrimage 
routes contributed to the development of a new branch of commerce, 
which permitted Cairene traders to hold their own against European 
competitors down into the eighteenth century.'? Moreover, the Hejaz, 
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where previously money could only be made in connection with the 
pilgrimage trade, now turned into a significant coffee entrepét. 


THE SULTAN AS THE SERVITOR OF MECCA 
AND MEDINA 


In a number of different contexts, we have discussed the role of the 
Ottoman Sultan as the protector of pilgrims and permanent inhabit- 
ants of the Hejaz. This role no doubt legitimized the ruler in the eyes 
of the Ottoman political class, and possibly in the eyes of foreign 
pilgrims as well; on this latter aspect, however, we possess little 
evidence. Probably the demonstrative protection accorded Central 
Asian pilgrims was intended to mobilize support for the Ottoman 
Sultan at the Sunni courts of Transoxania, as the khdns of this region 
formed a counterweight to the Shi'i Shahs of Iran (see Chapter 6).”° 
At the present stage of our knowledge, it is equally hard to determine 
whether the Ottoman political class envisaged legitimizing the Sultan 
in the eyes of ordinary Ottoman tax-payers, or whether the latter's 
opinions were regarded as insignificant. 

Ottoman Sultans frequently used the title ‘Servant of the two Holy 
Places’ (Khadim al-Haramayn), and this surely was a means of 
legitimizing the ruler as the protector of the pilgrimage. More explicit 
uses of the same motif can be found in sixteenth-century rescripts. 
Thus it was certainly not by chance that, in the second half of the 
sixteenth century, an Ottoman Sultan opposed the expansion of the 
Czars into the steppes of what is today southern Russia with the 
argument that the pilgrimage routes had to be kept open for Central 
Asian Sunnis.2! The effectiveness of this rhetoric was surely 
enhanced by the fact that it contrasted the Ottoman Sultan as a Sunni 
Muslim ruler not only with the infidel Czar but also with the Shi'i 
Shah — who, after all, had also placed major impediments in the way 
of Central Asian pilgrims. 

Ottoman Sultans affixed numerous inscriptions to buildings in the 
Holy Cities, in order to commemorate a variety of construction and 
repair projects. These texts could be read by educated pilgrims both 
from outside the empire and from within: almost certainly they were 
drafted in Arabic, as sixteenth-century epigraphic texts in Ottoman 
Turkish constituted something of a rarity. We have seen that the 
Ottoman administration was greatly concerned about the visibility and 
legibility of such inscriptions, and that the texts at times were drafted 
in Istanbul (see Chapter 5). Probably the central government wanted 
to make sure that the Sherif did not claim a greater share of merit 
than the Sultan and his Council were ready to concede to him. It was 
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important to describe the Sultan who had ordered 
caeateacronion project as a worthy successor to the prophets 
personalities of Muslim history who had also 


and 
embellished the Great Mosque in the course of its history. 


_ As the Ottoman dynasty as a whole was legitimated by construction 
projects, rather than any Sultan as an individual, the sisters, 
daughters, mothers and consorts of Ottoman rulers could take on 
major roles as benefactresses of the Muslim community. This role 
recently has begun to interest historians with a feminist commitment, 
who concern themselves with the opportunities for political action 
open to women of the Ottoman political class, and particularly to royal 
women. For the most part, researchers have concentrated upon 
Istanbul, which did in fact house the majority of the royal women’s 
foundations.22 Often, however, Mecca, Medina and the stopping 
points along the pilgrimage routes were selected by Ottoman prin- 
cesses as sites of their largesse. Apart from Khurrem Sultan 
(Roxolana), there is her daughter Mihr-ii-mah (died in 1578). A 
sister of Siileymin the Magnificent also contributed to the repair of 
the pipes which supplied Mecca with water. The number of 
Princesses who went on the pilgrimage also appears to have been 
more important than assumed by previous researchers. Since Sultans 
and princes practically never appeared in the Hejaz, the occasional 
presence of royal women took on a strong symbolic connotation. 

= a from public construction, the Ottoman dynasty could be 
legitimated by gifts which were exposed to the public of Istanbul, 
Cairo or Damascus before expeditions to the Hejaz. Ahmed I 
(reigned 1603-17) appeared at a ceremonial showing of the newly 
fashioned support system for the Ka’aba and other decorative 
elements destined for the mosques of Mecca and Medina (see 
Chapter 5). At least in the eighteenth century, the remission of the 
Sultan’s subsidies to the inhabitants of the Hejaz was celebrated by 
elaborate ceremonies.23 As Sherifs, Beduin shaykhs and Meccan 
notables, by the acceptance of these gifts, admitted that they ‘ate the 
bread of the Sultan’, they also admitted the legitimacy of the ruler 
who had bestowed this bounty upon them. 

Throughout the present study, we have emphasized the importance 
of negotiations which preceded the recognition of Ottoman legitimacy 
by the Sultan’s more prominent Hejazi subjects. These negotiations 
were indispensable, as the distances involved, and Ottoman commit- 
ments in other parts of the empire, precluded the imposition of 
policies by military force alone. It would be a mistake, however, to 
assume that the Ottoman administration negotiated with the Hejazi 
notables merely because it had no other choice; for, after all, the 
Ottoman government was not necessarily obliged to commit itself 


186 Pilgrims and Sultans 


heavily on the Rumelian and Iranian frontiers while establishing only 
a minor military presence on its southern borders. Therefore, the 
emphasis on negotiation should also be regarded as a political 
decision, and not merely a necessity imposed from outside. 

It is necessary to emphasize these elementary truths because most 
twentieth-century historians dealing with the early modern Near East 
strongly emphasize the military dimension.2* The ‘ulema of this 
period, by accepting that even an unjust ruler was preferable to 
anarchy, supposedly capitulated vis @ vis the power of any Sultan who 
might happen to stabilize his rule, so that there was no need for a 
special legitimating stance. But this view is scarcely applicable to the 
political situation of seventeenth-century Istanbul. Serious military 
defeats and a disadvantageous peace might destroy a Sultan’s 
legitimacy and result in his deposition. To mention but a few 
examples: Mehmed IV (reigned 1648-87) lost his throne after the 
failed siege of Vienna; Mustafa II (reigned 1695-1703) was deposed 
after losing the battle of Zenta in 1697 and accepting the disastrous 
peace of Karlowitz in 1699.25 Ahmed III (reigned 1703-33) lost his 
throne due to further military failures, but also because, in the courtly 
celebrations of his time, the Ottoman elite indulged in the consump- 
tion of European-style luxuries in a manner that was all too 
provocative for many overtaxed Istanbul craftsmen, to say nothing of 
dissatisfied janissaries and ‘ulema.2° Ottoman Sultans therefore had 
every reason in the world to establish and confirm their legitimacy in a 
dialogue with those personages within and outside the court who 
could mount a challenge to their rule. The Hejazi elites belonged in 
this category, and their consent was actively sought. 


PILGRIMS AND HISTORIANS 


Thus we may hope the reader will conclude that there was nothing 
‘romantic’ or ‘exotic’ about the pilgrimage, but that a great deal of 
hard work, sustained negotiations and complicated financial trans- 
actions went into its organization year after year. This more realistic 
perspective also coincides to some degree with that of sixteenth or 
seventeenth-century Ottoman officials, who corresponded at length 
about the political and financial ramifications of the pilgrimage. It 
must be admitted, however, that an interest in phenomena regarded 
in one way or another as ‘exotic’ was not completely alien to educated 
Ottomans of the early modern period. The accounts of an Ottoman 
ambassador who visited France in the early eighteenth century 
demonstrate this fact.2? But the most obvious example is surely the 
travelogue of Ewliya Celebi, whose account of a visit to Vienna, and 
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also his description of the Red Sea and its coast, suggest an interest in 

things that to an Istanbul gentleman appeared strange and yet not 

unattractive.285 The exotic is always in the eye of the 

beholder; it disappears when we reconstruct political and cultural 

processes by adopting, within certain limits, the perspective of the 
ts. 

There is, however, no gainsaying that in this book the pilgrimage 
has been reconstructed by a rationalist historian of the late twentieth 
century, and that simple fact makes any attempt at an internalist 
perspective inherently problematic. For the tension between the 
vision of a sixteenth-century Ottoman pilgrim or bureaucrat and the 
view of a modern historian cannot be dissolved by even the most 
sophisticated form of historical analysis. But it is possible to keep this 
tension in mind and regard with respect the humanity of the people 
whom we have encountered at an often decisive stage of their lives. 
Historians are professionally tempted to misuse their advantage of 
hindsight, becoming authoritarian, domineering figures who claim to 
understand the authors of their sources better than the latter 
understood themselves. Another type of relationship is equally 
possible. Even while using the scholarly resources of our own age, we 
can and should take seriously the considerations which pilgrims and 
administrators had in mind when producing the texts on which we 
depend today. Better comprehension is the product of a permanent 
tension between immersion in the world of the sources and 
maintaining the critical distance of analysis. 


Chronology 


All dates refer to the Common Era (CE) 


570-632 CE 
622 


630 
632 


632-56 


632-4 
634-44 
644-56 
656-61 
661 


680 


Life of the Prophet Muhammad. 

The Prophet Muhammad and his companions 
leave Mecca and settle in Medina. This event, 
called the Hidjra, constitutes the beginning of the 
Muslim era. 

The Muslims occupy Mecca; Islamization of the 
pilgrimage. 

The Farewell Pilgrimage of the Prophet 
Muhammad sets the standard for all future 
pilgrimages. 

Medina the capital of the caliphal Empire. 
Conquest of Byzantine and Sassanian territory. 
Caliphate of Abu Bakr. 

Caliphate of ‘Umar. 

Caliphate of 'Uthman. 

Caliphate of ‘Ali, the son-in-law of the Prophet 
Mu’ awiya establishes himself as the first caliph of 
the Ummayad dynasty. 

Battle between Husayn, son of ‘Ali and grandson 
to the Prophet Muhammad, and Ibn Sa’‘d, in the 
service of the Ummayad caliph Yazid I. Husayn’s 
death in the battle of Karbala takes on central 
religious significance in the belief system of Shi’i 
Muslims. 
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about 960 
before 929 
1047 
1175-93 


1183 
about 1200 


1258 
1260-1517 
1468-96 


1453 
1481-1512 


about 1514 
1517 


1520-66 
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Caliphate of ‘Abd Allah b. Zubayr (Ibn Zubayr) in 
Mecca. Restoration of the Ka’aba. 

Tbn Zubayr killed. Al-Hadjdjadj conquers Mecca 
for the Ummayad caliph ‘Abd al-Malik. 
Destruction and reconstruction of the Ka’aba. 
Construction of a gallery in the Great Mosque of 
Mecca, some of whose elements remain visible 
today. An older gallery dating from 692-705 is no 
longer extant. 

End of the Ummayad dynasty. The Abbasids 
establish themselves as caliphs in Baghdad. 
Construction of the gallery of the Great Mosque 
of Mecca by the Abbasid caliph al-Mahdi 
(reigned 775-85) and his successors. 

Caliphate of Hariin al-Rashid, who comes to 
Mecca several times as a pilgrim. His consort 
Zubayda has water conduits installed. 

The Sherifs establish themselves as local rulers of 
Mecca. 

Pilgrimage of Ibn ‘Abd Rabbih. 

First pilgrimage of Nasir-i Khosraw. 

Reign of Saladin (Salah al-Din Ayyubi) in Egypt, 
Syria and Palestine. 

Pilgrimage of Ibn Djubayr. 

Within the Sherifal family, the Katada dynasty 
begins its period of rule. 

The last Abbasid caliph of Baghdad is murdered 
by the Mongols. 

The Mamluk Sultans of Egypt and Syria control 
the Hejaz. 

Reign of Sultan Ka’it Bay in Egypt and Syria. 
Repairs to the Great Mosque of Medina after a 
fire, and construction of a theological school in 
Mecca. 

Conquest of Istanbul (Constantinople) by the 
Ottoman Sultan Mehmed II (reigned 1451-81). 
Reign of Sultan Bayezid II. Official gifts sent to 
Mecca and Medina. 

Jeddah threatened by the Portuguese. 

Ottoman conquest of Egypt by Sultan Selim I 
(reigned 1512-20): the Hejaz enters the Ottoman 
realm. 

Reign of Siileyman the Lawgiver. Construction of 
soup kitchens in Mecca and Medina in the name 
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1538 


1554-7 
1566-74 


1574-82 


1574-95 
1585-90 
1582 

1611-12 


1630-31 


1632 
1671 


1672 
1683-99 


of his consort Khurrem Sultan (Roxolana). Repair 
of the Meccan water conduits and construction of 
a seventh minaret to the Great Mosque. 
Unsuccessful campaign of Khadim Stileyman 
Pasha against the Portuguese positions on the 
western coast of India. 

Exile of the Mughal prince Kamran in Mecca. 
Reign of Selim II. Reshaping of the gallery of the 
Great Mosque of Mecca, which in many places is 
tantamount to a rebuilding from the foundations 
upward. Construction of domes over the gallery. 
Pilgrimage of Salima and Gul-badan, consort 
and aunt to the Mughal ruler Akbar (reigned 


1564-1605). 
Reign of Murad III. The town quarter adjacent to 


the mosque is torn down. 

A direct link is established from the eastern coast 
of India (Masulipatnam) to the Arabian peninsula. 
The pilgrimage of Mi’ mar Sinan, the ‘Ottoman 
Michelangelo’. 

The Ka’aba supported by iron braces. The 
architect responsible is Mehmed Agha, who also 
built the Blue Mosque in Istanbul. 

Mutinying Ottoman troops occupy Mecca. They 
are defeated by the Mamluk amirs Kasim and 
Ridwan, operating in the name of Sultan Murad 
IV (reigned 1623-40). 

Destruction of the Ka’aba in a flash flood. Under 
the direction of Ridwan Beg, the building is taken 
down stone by stone and largely rebuilt with the 
same materials 

Pilgrimage of ‘Abd al-Rahman Hibri 

The Beduin chief Ibn Rashid attacks the 
pilgrimage caravan of Damascus. Sherif Sa‘d 
rebels in Mecca. 

Sherif Sa’d deposed by the governor of Damascus 
Sari Hiiseyin Pasha. Pilgrimage of Ewliya Celebi. 
Ottoman—Habsburg war. 
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Mahmiid of Ghazni 13 

Mahmiid Shah 42 

Makam al-'Umra 18 

Malabar 158 

Malaya 127, 157 

Malika Khatin 130 

Maliki medrese 106 

Mamluk(s) 5f, 8, 27-9, 32-4, 39f, 
59-62, 66, 69, 74f, 78, 80, 90, 94, 
102, 106, 109, 114f, 117, 119, 
122, 124, 126, 129, 146f, 164, 
171, 179, 193, 196, 204, 212 

Mar’ash 83 

marble 20, 30f, 93f, 102f 

Marwa 15, 20, 30, 106, 112 

Masulipamam 159f, 163 

Ma’‘sim Beg, Safawid vizier 134f 

masons 97, 116, 118, 121 
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Mediterranean 94, 133, 162 

Mehmed Agha (head of Black Eunuchs) 
11, 1226 

Mehmed Agha (Mi'mar) 67ff, 95, 99, 
102, 116, 124f 

Mehmed b. Ahmed 84 

Mehmed Cavush 102 

Mehmed the Conqueror 28, 74, 76 

Mehmed Edib 72, 168, 192 

Mehmed Pasha 114 

Mehmed II see Mehmed the Conqueror 

Mehmed III 201 

Mehmed IV 186 

Mehmed Yemeni 124 

merchants see traders 

merchants of Mecca and Medina 85, 
112, 171 

messenger(s) 36f 

Mewlewi derwishes 107 

mewlemiyet (provincial kadiship) 152 

Mihr-a-mah 185, 203 

military prebends 49f, 54, 70f 

Mi'mar Mehmed Agha see Mehmed 


Agha 

Mina 22-4, 168-70, 172, 175, 182 

minaret 27, 92, 100f 

mirakhor (master of the stables) 36 

Mirza Makhdim 152f 

Mocha 158 

Moldavia and Wallachia 41 

Mongols 13, 27, 62, 74 

Morocco, Moroccan 142f 

Moscow 140 

Mosul 84 

Mouradjea d’Ohsson 76 

Mu'awiya 26 

Mu’'azzama, fort 72 

miidjawir 85 

muezzin 36, 100 

miifti 114, 117, 127, 204 

Mughal 127, 129, 131-4, 139, 143, 
159f 

Muhammad see Prophet Muhammad 

Mihimme Defierleri (Registers of 
Important Affairs) 10, 42, 52, 59, 
66, 119, 128, 192, 200 

mukawwim see camel entrepreneurs 

miildzemet 156 
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Muna see Mina 

Murad Ill 48, 80, 82, 85, 87f, 96f, 101, 
105-8, 119, 122-4, 132, 176, 178 

Murad IV 11, 20, 67, 107, 118-20, 170 

musicians 36 

muskets 69 

Muslih al-Din, amir 85 

Mustafa "Alf 71, 79, 94, 98, 149, 157 

Mustafa Pasha 70 

Mustafa IL 186 

Muwabhidin, Spanish Sunni dynasty 
7 


Muzayrib 40, 43, 49, 167f, 175 
Muzdalifa 22f, 182 


Na'tmi 161 

nakkashbasht 120f 
Nakshbendi derwishes 107 
Nisir-i Khosraw, poet 14f, 26 
ndzir (supervisor) 36 

Nedjd 136 

Neyshapur 15 

Niger 127 

Nogay princes 140f, 208 
Nu‘aym 57 

Nu‘aymoghlu, the Mafaridja Shaykh 
Nu‘aymoghullan 64 

Nar al-Din Shahid 122, 130 


“Orf 152 

Ottoman-Iranian war 137, 139 
Ottoman—Wahabi war 122 
Ozdemiroghlu ‘Othmdn Pasha 60 
Ozii (Ochakow) 139 


palanquin see mahmal 

pavilion (kasr) 98 

Petewi 157, 163, 170 

pensions 86, 155f; see also subsidies 
Perikhin princess 139 

Pets) Setanta) 

Persian Gulf 133, 135, 160, 207 
pilgrimage guides (books) 14 
pilgrimage guides (persons) 128, 182 
pilgrims’ accounts 14ff, 24ff, 26ff 
pilgrims’ garb see ihrdm 

pirates 133, 147, 160, 163 

Poland 41 


poor, among the pilgrims 98, 102, 108, 
110, 123, 131f 

poor of the Holy Cities 155f, 160 

population of Mecca and Medina 85ff 

porcelain see Chinese porcelain 

Portuguese 132f, 135f, 145, 147f, 157, 
159f 172, 178, 207 

Portuguese anonymous author 46 

Portuguese attacks 31, 133, 147, 151, 
156, 160, 163 

poursuivants 36 

prayer for the Sultan's soul 107, 118 

preacher's chair of the Prophet 
Muhammad 26f 

Prophet's descendants 144, 180 

Prophet Muhammad 1, 7, 14, 17, 19, 
21, 25f, 67, 74f, 87, 141, 144, 
179f 


rainpipe of Ka'aba 99, 113 

Ramadan 25, 114 

Ramla 41 

Rawda 26, 121 

Red Sea 5, 9f, 14, 16, 29, 31, 34, 73, 
133, 147f, 157-9, 161f, 164f, 183, 
187 

Registers of Important Affairs see 
Mihimme Defterleri 

Rhodes 32 

ribat 123 

rice 159, 166 

Ridwin Agha see Ridwin Beg (Egyptian 
Mamluk) 

Ridwin Beg (Egyptian Mamluk) 11f, 
114, 117-19, 197 

Ridwan Beg (Egyptian Mamluk, 
founder of Kasaba Ridwin) 66, 
204 

Ridwin Beg (governor of Gaza) 61f 

robe of honour 39, 66f, 118, 151 

Roxolana see Khurrem Sultan 

Rim 83 

Rumelia(n) 5, 9, 33, 41, 51, 76, 82ff, 
89, 96, 102, 107, 125, 146, 153, 
169, 172, 182, 186; see also 
Balkans 

Russia(n) 13, 139 

Rutter, Eldon 175 


Saydi (Sidon) 48, 96 
Selim 1 3, 31, 80, 83, 85, 134, 147, 
148 
Selim II 70, 80, 97, 101, 110, 122, 
133, 141 
Selman Re'is 147f 
Seyyid Shaykh Ibrahim 68 
Shafi'T 100 
Shaft miiftis 115 
Shihdjahin 159 
Shah of Iran 127, 134-6, 139, 184 
Shah Isma’il 1 134 
Shah Isma'll 11 129, 138, 152 
Shahrukh (son and successor of Timur 
Lenk) 28, 193 
Shih Sultin 129 
Shah Tahmisp 129, 136, 138 
shaykh al-haram 142, 153f 
sheri'at 152 
Sherif(s) of Mecca 7f, 28f, 31f, 38, 42, 
52, 58f, 66f, 75ff, 89, 111f, 114f, 
117-19, 125, 130, 132, 143, 146f, 
149-54, 156-8, 161-3, 166, 169f, 
172, 179f, 184f, 197, 200, 206 
Sherif Abi: Numayy b. Barakit 148, 
157 
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Sherif Barakat 148 
Sherif Mas’id 114 
Sherif Sa'd b. Zaid 67, 69, 166f, 179 
Shi'is(m) 14f, 17, 87, 127, 134f, 137f, 
154, 184, 207 
shipping on the Rea Sea 164f 
sikke-i hasene 56f 
silver 96, 99, 122, 167 
Sinai 16 
Sinan the architect 116 
Sinan Pasha 157 
Sinop 140 
Sivas 84 
slaves 22, 88, 97, 109, 133, 167, 170, 
201 
Snouck Hurgronje 96 
Sokollu Mehmed Pasha 106f, 109, 200 
soldiers 34f, 37f, 42ff, 48, 50, 60, 66, 
68ff, 85, 116, 169, 198 
spies 127, 136f 
strikes 97 
soup kitchens 80, 88, 94, 98, 106f, 110, 
123, 138 
St John, the Knights of 32 
stonecutters 97, 109, 121 
suibdsh: 36 
subsidies 34, 38, 44, 54ff, 72, 75ff, 80, 
83, 85-8, 90, 131, 150, 164, 168, 
185, 199f 
Suez 157f, 164-6 
Suez Canal 5, 34, 133 
Surat 158f 
Sitheyli 11, 113f, 116, 119ff, 175, 204 
Siileyman | (the Lawgiver, the 
Magnificent) 6, 8, 12, 32, 69f, 75, 
80, 87f, 97, 100, 103f, 106, 109f, 
120, 127f, 131, 133, 138, 185, 203 
Siileyman Pasha 109 
Siileyminiye 97-9, 101, 202f 
Sultan, pilgrims in the name and place 
of 154 
siirre 54, SOff, 58f, 65ff, 71, 79, 107, 
154; see also subsidies 
Syria(n) 9-11, 16, 26, 32, 35, 37, 53f, 
56, 58, 62-4, 67-70, 72-4, 83, 
86f, 90, 96, 115, 122, 147, 166-8, 
199, 201 
Syrian caravan see Damascus caravan 
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Syrian market see Damascus market 


Tabak 41 

Tamerlan see Timur Lenk 

Tangier 127 

Tanta 169 

Tashkent 128, 130 

Tatar Khin of the Crimea 140-43 

Tatar pilgrims 140, 142 

Tatars 13 

Taurus 32 

tawaf al-ifada 23 

taxation 136, 140, 143, 167 

tax revenues 60, 70, 78, 80, 90, 96 

teakwood 20, 92, 94f, 116; see also 
timber 

theological school see madrasa 

timdr see military prebends 

timber 28, 30, 94, 97, 101, 114, 120f, 
165; see also teakwood 

Timur Lenk 28, 141 

Timurid 131, 139 

Tokat 84 

tolls 47, 89f 

Topkapi Palace 96 

torchbearers 34 

town planning see urban planning 

trade, conducted by pilgrims as a side- 
line 160, 169, 183 

traders 34, 44, 46f, 49, 65, 72£, 85, 
133, 137, 141, 1S8fF, 163, 167, 
169, 171, 196 

Transoxania(n) 140f, 184 

Tripoli 16, 48 

Timanbay 147 

Tunisia(n) 16 


‘ulema 148f, 153, 186 

‘ultife (salary) 88, 91, 109 

‘Umar, caliph 26, 92, 137, 141 
"Umar b. ‘Abd al-’Aziz 120 
Ummayads 7, 13, 27, 93, 101, 137 
‘umra 18, 20f 


urban planning 93, 107ff, 112, 125, 132 


Uskiidar 32 
‘Uthmin, caliph 122, 137 


“Uyiin al-Tudjdjir 72 
Uzbeks 134, 139, 144 
Uzungargih, Ismail Hakki 156 


Venice, Venetians 76, 84, 94, 133, 170, 
183 ; 

Vereenigde Oostindische Compagnie 
159 

Via Egnatia 41 

Vize 69 

votive gifts 139, 143 


wadjib al-re' dyet 44, 194 

Wahabi(s) 9, 122, 179F 

Wahidat 56 

wakfa 21-3, 25 

Walid b. Abd al-Malik, caliph 27 

water, water supply Sf, 9, 22, 28, 34-6, 
41f, 54, 67, 71, 75, 93, 98f, 103, 
108-10, 123, 143, 182, 185, 198, 
204 

weapons 69ff 

wells in the desert 42, 71 

well Zamzam see Zamzam 

white covering of the Ka‘aba 105 

wives, taken or not taken on the 
pilgrimage 7 

wood see teakwood; timber 


Yalamlam 19 

Yaman 64 

Yanbu’ 9, 67, 77, 86, 98, 154, 165 

Yazid 137 

Yemen(i) 5, 21f, 25, 29f, 33, 50, 54, 
61f, 66, 135, 146, 151, 157f, 162f, 
169f, 172, 183, 207 

Yeni Djami’ 125 

Yenidje Vardar 84 

yol emri 128-30, 141f 


Zamzam, well 2, 20, 92 
ze'dmet see military prebends 
Zefat see Safed 

Zubayda 8, 22 
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Syrian market see Damascus market 


Tabak 41 

Tamerlan see Timur Lenk 

Tangier 127 

Tanta 169 

Tashkent 128, 130 

Tatar Khan of the Crimea 140-43 

Tatar pilgrims 140, 142 

Tatars 13 

Taurus 32 

tawaf al-ifada 23 

taxation 136, 140, 143, 167 

tax revenues 60, 70, 78, 80, 90, 96 

teakwood 20, 92, 94f, 116; sce also 
timber 

theological school see madrasa 

timar see military prebends 

timber 28, 30, 94, 97, 101, 114, 120f, 
165; see also teakwood 

Timur Lenk 28, 141 

Timurid 131, 139 

Tokat 84 

tolls 47, 89f 

Topkapi Palace 96 

torchbearers 34 

town planning see urban planning 

trade, conducted by pilgrims as a side- 
line 160, 169, 183 

traders 34, 44, 46f, 49, 65, 72f, 85, 
133, 137, 141, 158ff, 163, 167, 
169, 171, 196 

Transoxania(n) 140f, 184 

Tripoli 16, 48 

Tamanbay 147 

Tunisia(n) 16 


‘ulema 148f, 153, 186 

‘ulufe (salary) 88, 91, 109 

‘Umar, caliph 26, 92, 137, 141 
‘Umar b. ‘Abd al-'Aziz 120 
Ummayads 7, 13, 27, 93, 101, 137 
‘umra 18, 20f 

urban planning 93, 107ff, 112, 125, 132 
Uskiidar 32 

‘Uthman, caliph 122, 137 


‘Uyiin al-Tudjdjar 72 
Uzbeks 134, 139, 144 
Uzungarsil, Ismail Hakki 156 


Venice, Venetians 76, 84, 94, 133, 170, 
183 

Vereenigde Oostindische Compagnie 
159 

Via Egnatia 41 

Vize 69 

votive gifts 139, 143 


wadjib al-re'ayet 44, 194 

Wahabi(s) 9, 122, 179f 

Wahidar 56 

wakfa 21-3, 25 

Walid b. ‘Abd al-Malik, caliph 27 

water, water supply 5f, 9, 22, 28, 34-6, 
41f, 54, 67, 71, 75, 93, 98f, 103, 
108-10, 123, 143, 182, 185, 198, 
204 

weapons 69ff 

wells in the desert 42, 71 

well Zamzam see Zamzam 

white covering of the Ka‘aba 105 

wives, taken or not taken on the 
pilgrimage 7 

wood see teakwood; timber 


Yalamlam 19 

Yaman 64 

Yanbu’ 9, 67, 77, 86, 98, 154, 165 

Yazid 137 

Yemen(i) 5, 21f, 25, 29f, 33, 50, 54, 
61f, 66, 135, 146, 151, 157f, 162f, 
169f, 172, 183, 207 

Yeni Djami’ 125 

Yenidje Vardar 84 

yol emri 128-30, 141f 


Zamzam, well 2, 20, 92 

ze'amet see military prebends 
Zefat see Safed 
Zubayda 8, 22 
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